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Tae Money Market Review, of this day week, contains 
a flaming article upon “The City Corporation and. the 
Brokers,” which may perhaps be excused upon the well- 
known principle of “ No case, abuse the plaintiff’s attor- 

” but is, on every other ground, a model of bad 
logio, and worse law. The facts alluded to do not ap- 
par very plainly in the article in question, and as we 
are entirely ignorant of them, save as therein appears, it 
is possible that there may be some misapprehension as to 
their real bearing; but, as we strictly adopt the repre- 
sntations of the Money Market Review in this particular, 
we presume that such misapprehension, if any, will not 
be in favour of the City. 

As we read the case then, it seems to be shortly as 
follows: —The City Corporation claim certain rights over 
“sworn brokers,” and they claim a right to prevent all 
persons, not being sworn brokers, from acting as brokers 
within the city limits; and this claim is strongly contested 
on the part of several of these brokers, including, as we 
understand, the Committee of the Stock Exchange. Under 
these circumstances the city have determined to take pro- 
oedings for the purpose of getting a judicial solution of 
the question whether their claims are well founded, and 
of enforcing these claims should they turn out so to be. 
It seems that Mr. Nelson, the city-solicitor, with the 
laudable object of saving litigation, made some proposi- 
tion in “letters addressed to two or three of the leading 
firms of the Stock Exchange, that one or two actions 
thould be brought, in which admissions should be made 
ot the pleadings sufficient to raise the questions of law 
to be submitted to the judges for their decision.” If that 

tion had been accepted and all the stock-brokers 
severally bound themselves to act upon the result of 
the special case so to be settled, there would, in all pro- 
bability, have been an end of the matter; but, as the 
Money Market Review) somewhat naively tells us, “ the 
terms of his letter,.as to the admissions to be made, were so 
loose and vague, and so extravagantly comprehensive, as to 
ae inadmissible;” in other words, the overture was 
rg 5 
In this state of things Mr. Nelson has, we suppose from 
the article in question, issued separate writs against all 
or a large number of the stock brokers who are resisting 
the city’s claims. Hine ille me! Weare at a loss 
to know what else he could have done. The attempt to 
bind all to a special case failed, because the 
brokers did not choose to accept the terms offered— 
whether these terms were reasonable or not is perfectly 
beside the question—and therefore the City had but two 
Courses open to them: either to abandon their claims, or to 
Proceed by ordinary process of law against those who 
were resisting them. They have chosen the latter, and 
the result of one of the actions brought, which we learn 
from the Money Market Review, seems to indicate that 
their choice was a wise one, The case in question is in- 
structive, as it in some measure reveals the cause of the 
Tancour of the Review. It appears that information was 
given to the City by o private enemy that o particular 

















broker had effected fifty contracts without having been 
sworn. What followed? Hear the Money Market Review— 
On those fifty contracts an action was forthwith instituted 
against the broker for penalties amounting to no less than 
£5,000, In that action the broker was advised, as the lesser 
of two evils, to throw himself upon the mercy of the Court 
of Aldermen, and suffer judgment to go by default for the 
£5,000. Under the terror of these procefings and these 
nal inflictions the panic-stricken brokers are rushing in to 
e sworn, and, therefore, to become forsworn brokers, with 
an alacrity which must be highly profitable and replenishing 
to the Treasury of the Corporation, though it may be some- 
= discreditable to the Fraternity of brokers on the Stock 
c 


Whether the stock-brokers deserve the somewhat hard 
words here thrown at them or not, it cannot be denied 
that, so far, the city solicitor has deserved well of his em- 
ployers, and has merely performed his duty with “zeal, 
knowledge, and discretion.” 

But the gravamen of the charge against him seems to 
be that instead of bringing one or two actions merely 
as test actions, he has instituted separate actions against 
(what we presume is) a very large number of defendants, 
many of whom appear to have thereupon at once 
“knocked under,” to the great wrath of our financial 
contemporary. Again we quote— 

We now learn, and we learn it with absolute amazement, 
that, notwithstanding the apparent frankness and candour 
of the City Solicitor’s proposition for obtaining the judgment 
of the courts of law as to the validity of the Corporation 
claims, he has not yet settled the terms of the admissions to 
be made in the selected actions; that he positively refuses 
to be bound by, or to regard the usual practice under such 
pa ar re — to abstain, pending the decision in the 
selected cases, from issu rocess and proceedings against 
others ; and that, whilst ‘thas baffling every ipiwet on 
the of the defendants in the selected cases to obtain a 
settlement of the law, he is prosecuting other cases with 
tenfold vigour, and levying large sums upon brokers in the 
shape of penalties under this law, as if the law had already 
pul Ry icially determined, or had, in fact, never been 

oubted. 


Now any one with the slightest knowledge of law would 
have known not only that there is not, but that in the 
nature of things there cannot be, any such “ usual prac- 
tice” as there mentioned, and that the remedy for this 
excessive litigation, if it was excessive, lay entirely in 
the hands of the defendants. Thebrokers having refused 
to concur in a special case, it “needs no ghost to 
tell us” that no one of them would have been 
bound by the result of an action to which he 
was not a party, and that the only possible way in 
which the City could bind them all was to bring 
actions against them all. A/fter the proceedings were 
instituted, indeed, if the cause of action was really so 
identical as stated, it would be competent for the defen- 
dants to mcve to have the actions consolidated, and, had 
that course been taken, all proceedings would, on the one 
hand, have been stayed in any but the selected actions, and, 
on the vther, judgment would be entered up in all the 
actions in conformity with the result of those tried. Those 
of our readers who recollect the proceedings in Mr, Fox- 
well’s 150 injunction bills will recognise the course we 
refer to, which is not uncommon in actions against un- 
derwriters. But the City have no power to consolidate 
their own actions, that must be done, if at all, at the in- 
stance of the defendants; and if they prefer to pay costs 
and “rush to be sworn,” rather than make common 
cause and fight it out, we do not see that they have any 
one but themselves to blame, 

After this to talk of “Count Von Bismarck,” and 
“riding rough-shod,” savours of a class of declamation 
which we will not characterise, and of which our 
“wealthy,” if not “learned,” “friend” ought to be 
ashamed. 





Tur LoRD CHANCELLOR’s BILL for the amendment 
of the law of evidence has been thrown out by the Lords, 
19 
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fiot having inet with more favour than that introduced 
by Sir F. Kelly into the House of Commons last year. 
Notwithstanding a certain degree of agitation which has 
taken place on the subject of the admissibility of parties 
int & certain position to give evidence in courts of justice, 
it is tolerably clear that no very large majority of the 
public (if any) is in favour of the proposed change. 
Last year the Commons, in a house of one hundred and 
thirteen, rejected the principal clause of the bill by 
a majority of fifty-nine, and it was subsequently 
withdrawn. The difficulty felt by legislators in deal- 


ing with this ‘subject is founded on a knowledge of ’ 


human nature combined with a certain chivalrous feel- 
ing which may be understood if we refer to the occa- 
sion on which the question arose whether a man should 
be asked in a court of justice if he had committed 
adultery, and on which occasion Lord Denman declared 
that he “never would consent to place a man in a posi- 
tion in which he must either commit perjury or betray the 
partner of his guilt.” There can be very little doubt that 
any man placed in such a position would be placed in a 
position of great difficulty; and it requires but little dis- 
cernment to conjecture what the majority of men would 
answer under the circumstances. This objection only ap- 
plies to the inadmissibility of parties to give evidence in 
suits instituted in consequence of adultery, but if we are to 
adopt Sir George Bowyer’s view, similar reasons will hold 
good in breach of promise cases. “ There are sometimes,” 
says Sir George, “young ladies of an imaginative and 
designing turn, who, anxious to make a good match, 
might take advantage of the interview not being in the 
presence of a witness, to swear that there was a promise 
of marriage when there was not, and if the young lady 
be pretty, she will have a good chance of obtaining the 
verdict of a jury. Jf a young man is with a young lady 
without witnesses, what is he to do?” Many answers 
might be given to such a straightforward question, but Mr. 
Gathorne Hardy proposed to meet the difficulty by requir- 
ing every promise of marriage to be in writing. This 
was negatived, as before-mentioned, and now again the 
other branch of the Legislature has arrived at a similar 
conclusion. Ona perusal of the Lord Chancellor's speech 
on Monday night, one cannot help being struck with the 
manner in which he argues his case, not as if he felt 
what he said, but as if, being the mouthpiece of another, 
he were putting forward arguments in which he had no 
faith. Lord Chelmsford, on the contrary, appears to have 
been as earnest as the preceding speaker was lukewarm, 
and to have adduced facts within his own experience to 
bear out what he said. Seeing how opinions are divided 
on the subject of admitting parties to divorce and breach 
of promise cases to give evidence, we must conclude that 
the public are not yet prepared for such a change in the 
law. Cases frequently occur in which the admission of 
the evidence of the parties would have effected a saving 
of expense, and in some cases, perhaps, would have 
avoided a failure of justice; but it is so easy to be 
“wise after the event,’ that we greatly mistrust the 
soundness of opinions founded on such cases, and we 
think that the advocates of the change, on whom is the 
onus probandi, have not yet made out their case. 





THE CASE OF The Attorney-General v. Richmond had 
been appointed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Wood 
on April 17th. Yesterday Mr. James, Q.C., applied to 
have an earlier day named, on the ground that the de- 
fendante were members of a Highway Board of Health, 
at Tottenham, having some of the powers of a board of 
health, but no parliamentary constitution ; and, conse- 
quently were not legally represented by their clerk, 
They would go out of office on Easter Tuesday, and might 
not be re-elected, in which case the defendants would be 
changed, and the whole proceedings must be commenced 
de novo. 

His Honour said he could not fix a day during the pre- 
sent sittings, as the Court would be fully occupied. 

Mr. Bolt thereupon suggested that as the case was 





strictly a motion, and it was of importance that the matter 
should at once be disposed of, notice of motion should hy 
given for Thursday next, and he would bring it on, 


lowed. 

In the course of the day Mr. Rolt also stated that 
ments were frequently made in the courts below with 
reference to treating motions as motions for decree, by 
in the appellate court different views were someti 
taken, and it was considered necessary that strict notigg 
should be given, in order that the proceedings might ap. 
pear regular in the records of the court. 





THE Standard says that, “As was anticipated by the 
Court of Aldermen, it is very problematical whether the 
learned Recorder, on his return from Jamaica, will resume 
his functions as Recorder of London. Already there are 
several ‘Richmonds in the Field’ for the vacancy when 
it occurs.” We do not know on what our contem 
grounds this statement, nor do we believe that the Corpo. 
ration would listen to any applications for an office not 
yet vacant (we know such applications to be as contrary 
to their rule as they are to common courtesy), and even 
if they would do so, we doubt much if anyone could 
reasonably expect to oust the just claim of the Common 
Serjeant to promotion in the ordinary way. 





A DEPUTATION from the National Association for the 
Promotion of Social Science assembled, by appointment, 
at the official residence of Earl Russell, in Downing. 
street, to urge upon his Lordship the expediency of taking 
immediate steps for the preparation of a digest of case 
law of England. His Lordship, unfortunately, was 
much indisposed as to be unable to meet the members of 
the deputation, who had assembled in considerable num- 
bers. A special message had been sent to Sir James 
Wilde, judge of the Probate Court, who was expected to 
attend, to apprise him of his Lordship’s indisposition. 
Mr. G. W. Hastings, the hon. secretary of the association, 
informed the deputation that he had received letten 
from Lord Stanley, Vice Chancellor Wood, Mr. J. Stuart 
Mill, and others, expressing their regret at their unavoid- 
able absence, and their entire concurrence with the object 
of the deputation. It was determined, on the sugges- 
tion of Mr. Ewart, that the subject should be brought 
before the House of Commons. 





THE ELECTION FOR RICHMOND terminated on Tuesday 
in the return of Mr. Wyvill. The numbers were— 
ME 6 dw '0) me ce ceeb ied ee ae 
EUR, 6: <6 0. co 0 vp. cp) Sgn eS oh a 
Majority for Wyvill . . . ... —200 
Mr. Roberts isa member of the Midland Circuit and 
Recorder of Grantham, Lincolnshire, 





THE CORONER FOR SuRREY held an inquest, on Satur- 
day last, 3rd inst., at the Rose and Crown, North Dul- 
wich, on the body of Mr. John Read, solicitor. From the 
evidence of Mrs, Read it appeared that on Wednesday 
morning previous Mr. Read had not come down to break- 
fast, and that when she sent it up to his room the ser- 
vant could not get any answer. She then went up her- 
self, but, not finding him in the bedroom, caused a search 
to be made, and the deceased was subsequently found in 
the water-closet, lying dead in a pool of blood, with o 
razor in his hand, and his throat cut in a frightful 
manner. The jury found a verdict of temporary i- 
sanity. 


RAILWAY LEGISLATION. 
I. - 


In the idea of a railway company, as such institutions 
now exist in this country, is contained an instance of 4 
most gigantic system of monopoly, which not only has 
overcome and put out of the field of competition all the 
regular means of locomotion previously, existing, but, 
having done so, and being in possession of the ground, 


His Honour acceded to the proposed course being {q). 
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treats its patrons and supporters in the most arbitrary 
manner possible. Itis now upwards of thirty years since 
the first railway was opened in England, and ever since 
that period the “iron road” has been gaining ground, 
until the whole island is covered with a network of rail- 
roads, and there are comparatively but few persons who 
do not constantly use them, either as passengers or for 
the conveyance of merchandise. Such, then, being the 
nature of a railway company, and such the universality 
of the interest individuals have in railways, we propose 
to examine into the desirability of further legislation on 
the subject, and with that view we will proceed to show 
what Parliament has already done, and how the Statute 
Book at present affects railways. 

The Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, and the 


Railways Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 (8 Vict.c. 18,20), | 


are the principal, and, with a few important exceptions, 
the only Acts which govern the construction of railways, 
and a very cursory glance at these will suffice to show 
the arbitrary nature of the powers granted to railway 
companies by Parliament from the very outset of their 
career. No sooner is an Act.passed authorising the con- 
struction of a railway, than the compulsory provisions of 
these two important Acts come into operation, and to 
them all private interests must succumb. It cannot be 
denied that landowners and others, whose private rights 
are to be invaded by a proposed railway, are not in some 
measure protected, because the most elaborate modes of 
estimating the compensation to be awarded them in 
respect of that which they are being deprived of are pro- 
vided; but, seeing that the principle upon which a 
railway Act is passed is that private interests must give 
way where the good of the public is concerned, it behoves 
the Legislature to see that what they are doing is for the 
benefit of the public, and not only so, but that the public 
derive the benefit to obtain which private rights are being 
invaded. Whether the public do or do not derive all the 
benefit from railways to which they are entitled, will 
form the subject of a succeeding article. So far, then, 
as regards the mere acquisition of land and the construc- 
tion of railways, every step by which any individual land- 
owner might be deprived of his rights is jealously guarded, 
and the mode of compensation well defined. All existing 
vested interests are so hedged round, that no gas or water 
pipes can be in any way disturbed until others are supplied 
in their place. All drains, watercourses, and roads are to 
be replaced and made good—and, in fact, everything exist- 
ing attached to the land taken, though it be of the very 
smallest importance, must be replaced, either in specie or 
by a money compensation. Works for the accommodation 
of adjoining lands, such as bridges, gates, drains, and 
fences, must be made and maintained by the company. 
With regard, then, to the powers given for the construc- 
tion of a railway, it appears that the company, once 
having passed their Act through Parllament, carry on 
very much as they please, and are only limited by the 
amount of money they can command. We are not now 
about to discuss the several modes, legal and illegal, by 
which railway companies have been in the habit of 
raising money, and, in many cases, far beyond the 
amount permitted them by their Act. That subject has 
been already* discussed in a separate article, we shall 
therefore proceed to point out the provisions of the only 
remaining Act of Parliament which refers to railways 
after their construction. 

The Act of the 7 & 8 Vict. c. 85, was passed through 
Parliament after a period of controversy on the subject of 
railways, and after the issue of the report of a Parlia- 
mentary committee. The first and second sections enact 
that if, at any time after the expiration of twenty-one 
years from and after the 1st day of January next after 
the passing of any Act of the then present or any future 
session of Parliament, for the construction of any new 
line of passenger railway, whether a trunk or branch or a 
junction line, and whether constructed by a now company 
or an existing company, it shall be lawful for the Lords 


* 10 Bol, Jour, 388, 








of the Treasury to purchase any such railway, with all 
its hereditaments, stock, and appurtenances, in the name 
and on behalf of her Majesty, upon giving to the said 
company three calendar months’ notice in writing of 
their intention, and upon payment of a sum equal to 
twenty-five years’ purchase of the annual divisible profits, 
estimated on the average of the three then next preced- 
ing years. A proviso follows, that if the profits have 
been less than ten per cent., the company may require 
the amount of the purchase-money to be left to arbitra- 
tion. If the profits have been ten per cent. or more, the 
Treasury may revise such a railway’s scale of tolls and 
charges, upon giving a guarantee for twenty-one years 
to make the profits up to ten per cent., in case of a 
deficiency in that amount under the revised scale. 

With a view to prevent the question whether the 
policy of revision or purchase of railways should be enter- 
tained by the Government being pre-judged by the provi- 
sions of the Act, it is provided that no notice of revision 
or purchase shall be given until Parliament has passed 
an Act providing for the guarantee or for the purchase- 
money, as the case may be. It will be perceived that the 
twenty-one years mentioned in the Act expired on the 1st 
day of January, 1866, and the Act accordingly provides 
that for three years previous to that time the directors of 
all railways liable to the provisions of the Act shall keep 
accounts, showing the total of their receipts and expen- 
diture, and transmit them to the Lords of the Treasury, 
who are to be at liberty to inspect the books of the 
company. Such are the chief features of this most 
important Act, as applicable to railways at the present 
time; the remainder of it is taken up with regulations 
for providing for what are now known as Parliamentary 
trains, for the use of railways for public purposes, as 
the conveyance of troops, police, &c., and for the esta- 
blishment of electric telegraphs. 

The Act having now come into operation so far as it 
ever can do so without the intervention of Parliament, 
it remains for the voice of the country to determine 
whether they will permit the present state of affairs to 
continue, or whether they will take any steps towards 
carrying out the powers of the Act already cited, either 
by purchasing some or all the railways in the United 
Kingdom, which have been conducted during the last 
twenty-one years, or otherwise by the pressure they are 
thus enabled to put upon railways, to compel such an 
alteration of their charges and management as shall meet 
the reasonable wishes of the travelling and commercial 
public. 

A Royal Commission was appointed last session to 
inquire into the subject, but at present the country has 
heard nothing of the result of their inquiries, and it 
appears rather doubtful whether we shall ever be fa- 
voured with their report. Vil temere seems to have been 
the motto of Parliament in 1844, and up to the end of 
1865 no course of action has been decided on, and we 
are in the same position with regard to our railways in 
which we were at the time the Act of 1844 received the 
Royal assent. 


COMMERCE IN THE HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
From the Pall Mall Gazette. 

Into the merits of the controversy between the Corpo- 
ration of London and the gas companies, which was so 
warmly discussed in the House of Commons on Tuesday 
evening,* we do not mean to enter now. There is, how- 
ever, a peculiar interest in the proceedings—especially 
when viewed in connection with the scene which the 
House has presented on many afternoons lately—from 
the illustration they afford that reform is even more 
urgently required in the House itself than in the consti- 
tuencies which elect it. It is wonderful that the mem- 
bers should be so blind to the evil reputation which they 
have acquired in regard to what is known as private 
business. Whenever it is hinted that the House is neither 
a competent nor an impartial tribunal in such matters, 

* Post, p. 44. ‘ 
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the charge is answered by a chorus of indignant denials, 
interfused with a triumphal hymn in praise of the intel- 
ligence, industry, and probity of the assembly. That 
members of Parliament now-a-days sell their votes on 
private bills for so much money nobody believes; but that 
their votes are given in a manner not creditable either to 
the dignity or morality of the body is a fact which 
is notorious and undeniable. Of course it is not 
impossible that a chairman or director of a com- 
pany should give an unbiassed vote on a question 
affecting his own property; but is it reasonable to expect 
that all directors, or that many, will do so? Were we 
surprised when, in the case of the Great Eastern coal line, 
directors of that company voted on one side, while 
directors of the Great Northern voted on the other? Nor 
does the evil stop here. Let any one go down to the 
lobby of the House of Commons between four and five 
o’clock, and he will find members and parliamentary 
agents in close conference. Mr. Roebuck last evening 
drew a comic picture of Mr. Crawford with the agent for 
the Corporation tugging at one tail of his coat and the 
agent for the gas companies pulling the other. The rival 
lawyers take their stand in the lobby, seize members by 
the button-hole as they passin and out, and try to in- 
fluence their votes by every art and stratagem. As many 
members are now-a-days mixed up with all sorts of specu- 
lations, it is not difficult for a shrewd agent to discover 
the weak point at which to direct his persuasion. Con- 
stituents are appealed to in order to influence their re- 
presentatives, and crowds of legislators pass into one or 
the other of the division of lobbies in utter ignorance of 
the real question at issue. In fact the subjects under 
discussion are such as can seldom if ever be properly in- 
vestigated by so large an assemby, and in so brief a space 
as is allotted to private bills. And what would be said if 
the judges, when they left Westminster Hall on their way 
home to dinner, were seen to be earwigged by the attorneys 
whose cases they would have to decide on the morrow? 
It is possible, however, that the very shamelessness with 
which “lobbying” is now carried on, and the packed 
Houses at the time of private business, may work their 
own cure by rendering the scandal too conspicuous to be 

i ed. A few evenings since there was an urgent 
“ call” on both sides in regard to the Brighton line; but 
when it was seen what a formidable array the Govern- 
ment whip, who is interested in the matter, had brought 
together, the opponents of the bill did not venture to go 
to a division. 

This is really a matter of great importance. Already 
the doubtful character of the House of Commons in this 
respect is remarked upon abroad. In the Revue des 
Deux Mondes there is an article on England, very favour- 
able and even flattering in its general view of our general 
affairs, in which the tendency of the House of Commons 
to allow personal interests to control its conduct in regard 
to private bills is pointed out as the weak point in its 
constitution. 








EQUITY. 


LIABILITY FOR THREATS—WITHDRAWAL. 
Sims v. The Estate Company (Limited), V.C. W., 14 W. RB. 
419, 


Perhaps our readers may consider it superfluous for 
us to hold up asa warning! any case arising out of an 
improper or over-strained use of a legal right; but, when 
it is considered how prone human nature is to cling to 
the letter and to forget the spirit of the law, it seemsad- 
vantageous from time to time to call attention to cases 
which, if not exactly “sharp practice,” are in some sense 
of a cognate nature. 

The powers given by the Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Act are,as we know, frequently abused by a system of 
perpetual notices in cases where a projected railway com- 
pany goes on from year to year in successive attempts to 
pase ite Act through Parliament, Again, we are re- 





minded of the lady who owned property in Boswell-court, 
and lost her tenants by reason of the continual service 
of parliamentary notices on the part of the Government, 
For these and similar cases we have suggested a remedy* 
which it is not improbable may, in course of time, be 
made the subject of legislative enactment. 

The particular point, however, to which we wish to call 
attention will perhaps best appear by a reference to the 
principal case, which came on before Vice-Chancellor Wood 
last term. 

The plaintiffs were stockbrokers, and occupied, under a 
lease for a short term of years, two rooms on the ground- 
floor of 3, Bartholomew-lane, E.C., as bnsiness premises, 
The defendants were a limited company, carrying on busi- 
ness in Old Broad-street, E.C., and had recently purchased 
and pulled down the premises known as the Auction 
Mart in Bartholomew-lane, adjoining No. 3, for the pur- 
pose of erecting upon the site a bank and other offices, 
which are now completed. Being desirous of purchasing 
the interest of the plaintiffs in No. 3, they entered into 
negociations, which came to nothing, from the great dif- 
ference between the partics as to the amount of price and 
compensation money. 

On the 10th of October, 1865, the defendants served 
the plaintiffs with a party-structures notice, under sec- 
tion 85 of the Metropolitan Building Act, of their inten- 
tion to take down and re-build the party wall now sepa- 
rating 3, Bartholomew-lane, from the new buildings on 
the site of the old Auction Mart, and to perform other 
work incidental thereto. Some correspondence took 
place, in the course of which the plaintiffs insisted that 
the wall proposed to be removed was an external wall 
and not a party wall, so as to fall within the provisions 
of section 85 of the Metropolitan Building Act. The de 
fendants, on being applied to, refused to withdraw their 
notice, but intimated that it was not their intention to 
proceed upon it, and, on being informed that a bill would 
be filed unless it were withdrawn, they answered that the 
notice would lapse of itself at the expiration of three 
months, so as to render any litigation unnecessary. It 
appeared that the defendants had recently commenced 
erecting the wall of the new building on the site of 
the Auction Mart, in a different position, and indepen- 
dent of the plaintiffs’ wall. The plaintiffs, however, not 
being able to obtain a distinct withdrawal of the notice of 
October, 1865, had, on the 6th January, filed their bill to 
restrain any interference by the defendants with the wall 
in question. 

The defendants had held the notice in terrorem over 
the plaintiffs, and refused to withdraw it, though at any 
period, notwithstanding their stated intention not to pro- 
ceed upon it, they might, in virtue of the notice, have 
pulled down the plaintiffs’ wall. The plaintiffs filed 
their bill for an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
pulling down their wall, and although such a measure 
might be considered unnecessary after the defendants 
had declared their intention not to proceed upon the 
notice, the Vice-Chancellor held that the plaintiffs were 
justified in proceeding, and condemned the defen- 
dants in costs. It was not sufficient for the defen- 
dants that they claimed to be in a position to enforce 
against the plaintiffs an unpleasant clause of the Act, but 
their persistence in doing so in an unpleasant manner 
has resulted in a considerable pecuniary loss to themselves. 
The plaintiffs had a right to assume that the notice 
would be acted upon, and were obliged in self-defence to 
take the only means at their disposal to resist the defend- 
ante’ threats. Had the defendants been really desirous 
of acting rightly they need not have refused to withdraw 
their notice, which, having been given under a misappre- 
hension, might have been withdrawn when the mistake 
was known; and had they taken this course at once, upon 
discovering that they could not carry out their inten- 
tions, the profession would have been deprived of an 
important illustration of the working of “remedial 


equity.” 





* 9 Sol, Jour, 770. 
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LEGAL NOTES FOR THE WEEK. 


{The notes of cases under this heading are supplied by the gentlemen 
who report for the Weekly Reporter in the several courts. ] 


FULL COURT OF APPEAL IN CHANCERY. 
March 3, 7. 

HorsrieLp v. AsHTon.—This was an appeal from Vice- 
Chancellor Wood, and raised the question whether a certain sum 
of £14,000 was to be considered, under the circumstances, as 
having been capital retained and employed in the business of the 
testator in the cause, which was carried on by his trustees under 
the provisions of his will. The capital so retained and employed 
was given specifically; the rest of the estate passed to the 
residuary legatees. 

Rolt, Q.C., and Dickinson, for the appellant. 

The Attorney-General, Giffard, Qo, Osborne, Q.C., Eddis, 
and Peachey, for the respondents, were not called on. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 
Scllcitors, J. E. Fox; N.C. & C, Miine. 








LORDS JUSTICES. 
March 2. 
Re St. CurHBERT’s LEAD SMELTING COMPANY 
(LIMITED). 

Joint-stock company — Companies Act, 1862, s. 87 — 
Winding-up—Foreclosure suit against the comparty. 
Leave given to mortgagees of a limited company whose 

shares were fully paid up, to file a foreclosure bill against 

the company. 

This was an appeal, by way of motion, from an order made 
by the Master of the Rolls on the 27th February, upon a 
summons adjourned into court. The company in question 
was in process of winding-up, but all its shares had been 
fully paid up before the winding up commenced. The ap- 
plication had been made in chambers, under section 87 of 
the Companies Act, 1862, by mortgagees of the company’s 
mines, for leave to file a bill of foreclosure against the 
company. The application was not opposed by the official 
liquidator, but the Master of the Rolls refused it on the 
ground that the more converient course would be for the 
mortgagees to apply in chambers in the winding-up to 
realise their security, and that unnecessary expense would 
be incurred by the filing of a bill. The mortgagees had 
advanced £15,000 to the company to enable them to pur- 
chase their mines. They had never got a conveyance of 
the legal estate, because the vendor alleged that the 
whole of the purchase-money had not been paid to him 
by the company. This, however, was disputed by the 
mortgagees. There were supposed to be other incum- 
brancers upon the property which were not creditors of 
the company. 

Selwyn, Q.C., and Fireeling, for the appellants, the 
mortgagees.—They are clearly not bound to apply in 
chambers in the winding up. If they did so, the vendor 
and the other incumbrancers would not be bound by the 
proceedings, and it would be impossible to get a receiver 
appointed. It would be desirable to have a receiver, 
because the estate is worth more than the mortgage debt, 
but an immediate advance is necessary to work the mine. 
The Act could never have been intended to deprive a 
mortgagee of his only remedy for binding the equity of 
redemption. Of course, if the company were in a posi- 
tion to pay him off within a reasonable time, it might be 
very vexatious to file a bill; but here there is no assets 
besides this property. 

J. Pearson for the liquidator. 

The Lords Justices gave leave to file the bill. The 
liquidator’s costs to come out of the company’s estate. 
No other costs given. 

Solicitors, Young; Maples & Teesdale ; Ashley § Tee. 





Re Tux Lirg AssoctatTion or ENGLAND (LimiTEp).—The 
question in this case was, what was the amount of remuneration 
to which a Mr. Gordon, who had acted as an agent in India, was 
entitled under the terms of his engagement? He claimed £500, 
and the chief clerk of the Master of the Rolls had given him £50, 
vo the Master of the Rolls confirmed this. Mr. Gordon now 


obhouse, Q.C., and Wickens, for the appellant. 





Selwyn, Q.C., and Ellis, for the respondent, the liquidator. 
Their Lordships dismissed the appeal with costs. 
March 6. 


CooKEs v, COOKES, 
Decree by consent— Motion to withdraw— Consent. 

A decree was made as to part thereof by consent of the 
plaintiff. Before the decree was drawn up the plaintiff 
moved to have his consent withdrawn, and to have the 
decree drawn up as entirely hostile. The plaintiff alleged 
that the consent had been given by his counsel in court 
upon the faith of a representation made by the counsel on 
the other side, which representation the plaintiff had sub- 
sequently discovered to beuntrue. It was admitted that 
the representation in question had been made in perfect 
good faith on the part of counsel. Vice-Chancellor Stuart 
having refused the motion, the plaintiff appealed. 

Fischer for the appellant. 

C. Hall for the principal respondent. 

Bacon, Q.C., and Martineau, for other respondents. 

* Knicut Bruce, L.J., thought that the decree should 
be drawn up, omitting the consent. 

TURNER, L.J., thought that whatever might be done 
by filing a bill, no order of this kind could, under the 
circumstances of the case, be made upon motion. 

The motion was therefore refused without costs. 





Davison v. GREENHILL.—This was an appeal from Vice- 
Chancellor Kindersley on a point of will construction, the ques- 
tion being whether an absolute gift was cut down by subsequent 
words, only on the happening of given contingencies, or whether 
those subsequent words altered the gift into a life estate, with 
remainder over. The Vice-Chancellor had adopted the former 
construction. 

Glasse, Q.C., and Hallett, for the appellant. 

Baily, Q.C., aud Lewin, for the respondent. 

The Lords Justices affirmed the Vice-Chancellor’s order. 





MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 
March 1. 
STREET v. WALTER. 
Administration suit—Devisees of one share requiring all 
accounts to be taken— Costs of suit. 

This was a suit for the administration of the trusts of 
@ will, dated in 1862. The rights of all parties entitled 
under the will were undisputed, except those of the plain- 
tiffs, who were beneficial owners of one-fifth of the resi- 
due, and this bill was filed for the purpose of obtaining a 
declaration of those rights. The previous accounts, 
which were rendered in June, 1863, were practically un- 
disturbed. The only question was whether the costs of 
the suit should be borne by the plaintiffs out of their own 
share, or whether they should be paid out of the general 
estate. 

Selwyn, Q.C , for the plaintiffs, claimed costs out of 
the estate, and cited Holgate v. Haworth, 17 Beav. 259. 

Hobhouse, Q.C., and Druce, said that as the plaintiffs, 
constituting only one class of those entitled under the 
will, were the only persons requiring an account, all other 
parties being contented; and as they had found no fault 
with the previous accounts and distribution; they should 
bear the costs of this suit, and they cited Mackenzie v. 
Taylor, 7 Beav. 467; Barber v. Barber, 3 M. & C. 688. 

His Lordship said the rule of the Court was plain: 
the costs properly incurred must be paid out of the 
estate. The accounts had been rendered in June, 1863, 
and one of the parties beneficially entitled was not 
satisfied and made a claim within a month or two after- 
wards to have the accounts taken, and he had a perfect 
right to have this account taken, whether his share was 
four-fifths or one-fifth. The plaintiffs’ share must bear 
only their own proportion of the costs; and the costs of the 
suit, so far as they were costs in the cause, must be borne 
by the estate generally. 
Story v. NATIONAL ASSURANCE AND INVESTMENT As- 

SOCIATION, 
Mortgage— Security deposited and lost—Injunction. 
On 28rd April, 1859, plaintiff deposited certain dock 


| warrants for wine, valued, as he asserted, at £900, with 
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the defendant bank, as security for a loan of £300, and, 
at the same time, gave a promissory note for the amount. 
The company stopped payment in 1861, and the official 
manager now sued the plaintiff on the note. Some of the 
wine warrants had been mislaid, and the plaintiff filed 
this bill to restrain the defendants from issuing execution 
on the judgment until they could restore the warrants. 

Southgate, Q.C., and Boyce, for the plaintiff, cited 
Bentinck v. Willmot, 2 Hare, 1; Lord Lyttleton v. 
Elliott, 15 Sim. 581; Coote on Mortgages, 442. 

Selwyn, Q.C., and Brooksbank, for the defendants. 

His Lordship made a decree to stay proceedings at law 
on payment of the £300 due on the promissory note into 
court, and for an inquiry as to what wine warrants were 
in the possession of the defendants, and what had become 
of the others, 

Solicitors for the plaintiff, Ziderton 5 Co. 

Solicitors for the defendants, Zravers §* Co. 


March 2. 

Wappincton v. WapDINGTON.—This was a suit to obtain 
the opinion of the Court on the construction of an obscure and 
inconsistent will, the question being whether the testator had 
intended to direct an absolute conversion. 

His Lordship, referring to Grierson v. Kirsopp, 2 Keen, 659, 
said that he thought that an intention to convert might be 
gathered from the will, and decreed accordingly. 

March 4 


CarTER v. CARTER.—This was a suit for specific performance 
of a partnership agreement. The bill appeared to be founded on 
an incorrect view of the real nature of the agreement, and the 
plaintiff was ordered to pay the costs of the suit up to the hearing, 
with liberty to apply in case the agreement should afterwards 
be found to give the plaintiff a valid claim to relief. 

Mason v. Margiotr.—This was an administration suit by 
one executor of a will against his co-executor, who was also 
residuary legatee. A decree was made in accordance with the 
prayer of the bill. 

March 1, 5. 
WALMESLY v. PILKINGTON. 
Lease for lives—Covenant for renewal—Importing cove- 
nants of original lease. 

This was a question of interpretation of a covenant in 
a lease dated 17th February, 1765. The lease was 
originally granted for three lives, and for twenty-one 
years, to commence from the death of the survivor of the 
three lives; and in the lease was contained a covenant 
in these words—“ If the first lessee, his heirs, executors, 
administrators, or assigns, shall happen to lose a life, 
and he or they think it proper to have a new life put in, 
then, within six calendar months after the death of the 
first life, and so on, continuing the term and estate hereby 
demised, the lessor, his heirs and assigns, and them, their 
heirs and assigns, will put in a new life, after the rate and 
value of three years’ value of the ground-rent, he, the lessee, 
paying for the new lease.” In 1811 anew lease was granted 
by the trustees of the original lessor, in pursuance of this 
covenant, for the two old lives and one new life, and for 
twenty-one years after the death of the survivor of them. 
The questicn at issue in the cause was whether the 
granting of the lease of 1811 was a breach of trust as to 
the superadded term of twenty-one years, by reason of no 
right of renewal being given by the covenant in the first 
lease, but only a right to put in anew life. In 1839 
the last of the three lives originally named in the lease 
of 1765 dropped, and, according to the plaintiff’s con- 
tention, the lease determined in 1860, being twenty-one 
years after the death of the survivor of such lives. The 
plaintiffs were devisees under the will of the reversioner, 
and contended that the lease of 1811 was bad in equity, 
though valid in law, as to the renewed term of twenty- 
one years after the death of the survivor of the three 
lives named in that lease. In 1842 the minerals under 


the lands in question, which had been reserved when the 
new lease was granted, were demised, apart from the 
lands themselves, by the reversioner of the freehold, and 
it was asserted by the defendants that this constituted 
an acquiescence in the extended lease of the lands to the 
defendants, 








Selwyn, Q.C., and C, Hall, for the plaintiff.—The scope 
and object of the new lease was merely to introduce g 
new life, and not to carry on a right for perpetual re. 
newal. The words, “continuing the term and estate 
hereby demised,” in the old lease, meant during the con- 
tinuance of this lease, and limited the right of renewal 
to the term of the old lease, notwithstanding any new 
lease which might be granted. They cited Bac. Abr, 
(7th ed.), vol. 8, p..900; Russell v. Darwin, 2 Br. 0. Q, 
639; Tritton v. Foote, 2 Br. C. C. 636. 

Baggaliay, Q.C.,and Little, for the defendants, argued 
that the intention of the covenant in the original lease 
was that any new lease should be framed upon the same 
principle, and with the same incidents, as the original 
lease, i.¢., that there might be a perpetual renewal of the 
additional term of twenty-one years; they also argued 
that there had been a confirmation of the lease of 1811, 
They cited 4 Jarm & Byth. Conv. 394; Furnivall y, 
Crewe, 3 Atk. 82; Hare v. Burgess, 4 K. & J. 45. 

C. Hall, in reply, cited, on the point of acquiescence, 
Duke of Leeds v. Lord Amherst, 2 Phil. 117. 

March 5.—His Lordship dissented from both argu- 
ments, and held that the words of the covenant gave 
power to the trustees to insert one life and no more, and 
that in the event of such insertion the lease was to be re- 
newed with all the provisions and incidents of the original 
lease; therefore the term of twenty-one years added to the 
second lease was lawfully granted, and, even had it been 
otherwise, the lease of the minerals in 1842 might per. 
haps have operated as a confirmation, though it was not 
necessary for him to decide this, as he considered the 
lease valid on other grounds. The bill must be dismissed, 
and the costs must follow the event. 

Solicitors, Chester § Urquhart; Gregory § Roweliffes. 

Feb, 15; March 5. 

Cross v. WitLEs.— Will—Intestacy—Intention af testator. 
—A testator devised his real and personal estate to trustees in 
trust for sale, but directed that no sale should be had without 
consent of his wife, to whom ho devised the proceeds of the sale 
and the rents and profits of his real estate, until it should be 
sold for her life to her separate use; and he directed that all the 
moneys to be “ produced by or out of his estate, effects, or pro- 
perty, sold defore her decease, and his furniture and other effects 
retained by her for her use, when sold after her decease, should 
be upon trust for any person or persons to whom she, his said wife, 
should, by deed or will, direct or appoint the same ;”’ but there was 
no devise or bequest of the proceeds of the real estate sold after her 
death. No part of the testator’s real estate was sold during his 
widow’s life. The question was, whether the testator died in- 
testate as to the unsold real estate, or whether the widow had 
power to appoint the proceeds by her will. 

Baggallay, Q.C., and Freeling, for the plaintiff, the heir-at- 

aw. 

Selwyn, Q.C., and, Swanston, for the defendants, the devisees 
of the widow. 

March 5.—His Lordship said that he had little doubt the 
testator had intended to direct an absolute conversion, and to 
give his wife power to devise the proceeds of his real estate, 
whether sold before or after his death; but whatever his inten- 
tions were, he had failed to express them, for he could not hold 
that the words, “effects retained by her for her use, and sold 
after her decease,’ could comprehend real estate. He must hold 
that there was an intestacy as to the real estate. 

Solicitors, Limmett § Son. 





VICE-CHANCELLOR KINDERSLEY. 
Dec. 19, 20; Jan. 13, 17, 20, 22; Feb. 20. 
PaInTER v. Forv.—The object of this bill was to obtain con- 
tribution from the defendants, Mr. Ford, Mr. Beattie, and Mr. 
Labalmondiere, to the losses which had occurred, in respect of 
the winding-up of the Dhobah Sugar Company, of which the 
plaintitts and defendants had been shareholders and members. 
The bill was filed in 1863, referring in detail to all the transactions 
connected with the company; and the questions were whether 
there had been, under the circumstances, under the provisions of 
the deed of settlement, such a forfeiture of the shares of the 
defendants as to absolve them from lifbility ; and whether the 
time which had elapsed was sufficient to render the plaintiffs 
claim a stale demand, 14 years having elapsed between the 
winding-up of the affairs in 1849 and the institution of this 
suit. ‘The company, which was an ordinary partnership 
by deed, was carried on for some years; but by reason of the 
alteration of the law by the admission of slave-grown sugar, 
the trade was considerably affected ; and ultimately the affairs of 
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com were, by agreement, wound up, a sum of £88,000, 
ns from a gentleman named Hankey, having proved in- 
sufficient to enable the company to continue its operations. One 
of the clauses of the decd under which the company was 
carried on, provided that the capital should consist of 
$120,000 (su ently increased to £180,000), which was to 
be paid by calls; and also, that dawg frag which had been made 
were not paid within 21 days after they became due, the share- 
holder not paying the same should cease to be a shareholder, and 
his shares should be forfeited, unless within 30 days after the 

iration of such 21 days the directors should, by resolution, 


ide con . 
3 Ford held 50 whole shares and 50 quarter shares, and 
bad paid some calls, but not the last made upon him. Mr. Beattie 
held the same number of the same shares, and had never paid any 
calls, though pressed to do so; but it appeared that he held 
them as mortgagee, and that the actual owner was Mr. Robinson, 
the company’s manager in India, who, when pressed for payment, 
took the benefit of the Insolvent Debtors’ Act. Mr. Beattie, 
however, attended a meeting in 1849, with respect to these very 
Mr. Labalmondiere held 25 whole shares and 75 — 
shares, but > = that nothing had been paid or done by him 
in of them. 
The company ceased to carry on’ business in 1849, and 
two actions were brought against Mr. Ford, one by the 
company and the other by Mr. Hankey, and he pleaded to 
them, but after negotiations for a compromise, which became 
abortive, the actions were not p ed with, and 14 years 
dapsed without any claim, by reason, as the plaintiff alleged, 
that the parties were unable to pay, which, as they contended, 
took the case out of the ordinary rule as to laches. The de- 
fendants had now acquired means, and the plaintiffs contended 
that, inasmuch as they had abstained from suing hitherto on 
the ground of the defendants’ —w they were now entitled 
torecover against them and nes them to contribute. Several de- 
fences were relied upon, one being that the shares had been 
forfeited under the deed, to which it was answered that forfeiture 
only applied to future liability ; another that there had been 
pe ihee and delay on the part of the plaintiffs as to disentitle 
them torelief ; also the Statute of Limitations. 

Cole, Q.C., and Langworthy, appeared for the plaintiffs. 

Baily, Q.C., Jessell, Q.C., Wickens, T. C. Simpson, and Druce, 
for the several defendants. 

Kinprrstey, V.C., referred most minutely to every circum- 
stance connected with the matters in question, and was of opinion 
that, assuming that the deed created the calls specialty debts, as t 0 
Mr. Ford there had been a forfeiture, of so much pew Pe 
tuken place in taking any proceedings in this court against him? 
that intiffs were Y itontitled to relief, and as to him the 
bill must be dismissed with costs. As to Mr. Beattie, although he 
had paid no calls, the attendance at the meeting in 1849 precluded 
him from insisting that he had ceased to be a eholder ; on the 
question of delay, however, the same reasons applied as in the 
case of Mr. Ford, and the bill as to him (Beattie) also must be 
dismissed with costs. As to Mr. Labalmondiere, he had really 
done nothing, and therefore the same result must follow, he 
being entitled to the benefit of both the same defences as in the 
cases of Messrs. Ford and Beattie. As against all three, there- 
fore, the bill must be dismissed with costs, without prejudice, how- 
ever, to any proceedings which might be taken against them at law. 
No doubt if a debtor, being pressed for payment of his debts, 

ts his creditors, from time to time, to abetain from suing him, 
by representations that he was unable to pay ; and the creditors 
abstain; under those circumstances, the debtor never could 
insist on /aches as a reason why the creditors should not 
bring him to account. But no such case was made here. His 
Honour abstained from going into the question of the Statute of 
Limitations, because it would arise in any proceedings which 
might be taken at law. 

Solicitors for the plaintiff, Roy § Cartwright. 

Solicitors for the defendants, Harrison, Barnes, § Ellis; 
Uptons, Johnson, § Upton. 


MACHLACHLAN v. LORD. 

This was a motion for leave to file an affidavit to verify 
extracts from the registerof the Scotch court. The plain- 
tiff in the suit claimed as next of kin of Peter Cochrane 
the younger, son of Dr. Peter Cochrane, whose estate has 
been for so many years the subject of litigation in the 
suit of Lord v. Colvin; and the defendant, who now 
moved, insisted that the extracts in question would an- 
nihilate the plaintiff's case. The Scotch court would 
not allow production of the original. 

Bailey, Q.C., and W. Pearson, appeared in support of 
the motion, 

Glasse, Q.C., and W. Morris, for the plaintiff, 

E. F. Smith, Q.C.,, and L. Mackeson, for other parties. 

KINDERSLEY, V.C., was of opinion that the motion 
ought to be granted, it would be a denial of justice other- 








wise. It was a case for secondary evidence. There must 
be twenty-one days allowed to file affidavits. Costs to he 
costs in the cause. 

Solicitors, Kinsey ; Chantler. 


KErisorrF v. BELL.—Giasse, Q.C., and F. Riddell, moved for 
an injunction to restrain the defendant from pulling down a 
patra of a coach-house at a house on old Battle-hill, Hex- 

, eighty years old. 

Bagshawe, for the defendant, did not ask for time to file affi- 
davits, but submitted to an injunction till the hearing. 

KINDERSLEY, V.C., made the following order:—The defendant 
not desiring to answer affidavits, t the injunction till the 
hearing, on the plaintiff giving the usual undertaking as to 
damages. 

Low v. RovuTLEDGE.—Schomberg moved for leave to enroll 
his Honour’s decree,* notwithstanding the time for enrolment 
had expired, on the ground that the appeal to the Lords Justices 
had caused the delay, as they had reserved judgment. It was 
now wished to go to the House of Lords. 

KINDERSLEY, V.C., made the order. 

Hunt v. Haynes.—Swanston moved to dismiss the bill for 
want of prosecution, the answer having been filed in July, 1865, 
and nothing done since. 

Everitt, for the defendant, said that an action was i 
which would decide the question, and would be tried shortly. 

Swanston in reply. 

KINDERSLEY, V.C., ordered replication to be filed in the usual 
time, with the ordinary undertaking to speed. Costs to be paid 
by the plaintiff. 

SHoneE v. TuE Crty or Lonpon Rea Property Company 
(Lim1tED).—Glasse, Q.C., and Bristowe, moved for an injunc- 
tion to retrain the erection of a building in the rear of the plain- 
tiff’s house, No. 37, Mincing-lane, eight feet nearer than 
the old building, and twenty-six feet higher, on the ground that 
the light which passed through the skylights to certain offices 
would be materially interfered with. It appeared that these 
rooms were occupied by colonial brokers, who ‘exhibited speci- 
mens of coffee, for which a good light was requisite. The wall 
had been carried up a little higher than the level of the sky- 


hts. 

NG. NV. Colt, for the defendants, asked for time to answer affi- 

Vvits. 

KINDERSLEY, V.C., granted an interim order until the day 
after the sixth seal, on the usual undertaking as to damages. 

March 3, 5. 

Re BRITISH AND FOREIGN CoRK COMPANY (LIMITED). 

Glasse, Q.C., and Fry, appeared in support of an ad- 
journed summons taken out by Mr. Turquand, the official 
liquidator, to stay all proceedings in an action brought 
against him and an auctioneer named Robinson by a 
contributory, Francis Robert Newton. The indorsement 
on the writ showed no particulars of demand, and the 
official liquidator considered that he was not warranted 
in taking any proceedings, by applying for particulars 
of demand or otherwise, without the sanction of the 
Court. The action was not brought against him as an 
individual, and, therefore, he could not proceed as any 
private person could, the 95th section of the Companies 
Act (25 & 26 Vict. c. 89) providing for this very case. 
Several affidavits had been filed. The official liquidator 
had sold some property of the company through Robinson. 

Swanston for the plaintiff in the action. 

Glasse, Q.C., in reply. 

March 5.—KINDERSLEY, V.C., said, although he had 
a strong suspicion what the action was for, there was no 
proof on the subject. The application must stand over 
for fourteen days, the official liquidator to appear to the 
action with the sanction of the Court, and obtain the 
particulars of demand. 

Solicitors, Galsworthy. 

VICE-CHANCELLOR STUART. 
March 2. 
In re HiutTon’s TRustTs. 

This was a petition under the Leases and Sales of 
Settled Estates Act by a tenant for life (eldest son of the 
testator), for leave to purchase the reversion of the 
settled estate without the process of a public auction. 
All parties interested gave their consent, The value of 


* 12 W. R. 1069, 
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the reversion was stated as £2,500; the petitioner offered 
£3,115. 

J. Napier Higgins for the petitioner. 

The Vice-Chancellor declined to make the order with- 
out an inquiry at chambers as to whether the proposed 
sale would be beneficial or not. Unborn children might 
take interests, and these must be carefully guarded. 





Downs v. HERNE Bay, Hampton, AND RECULVER OYSTER 
Fishery Company.—This was a motion for an injunction to 
restrain the defendants and their servants, in the execution of 
their works, from digging up, excavating, or otherwise inter- 
fering with, any beach, shingle, or soil, on the plaintift’s land, 
and from carrying away such beach, shingle, or soil. The defen- 
dants were a recently-formed company for the se of im- 
proving the oyster fisheries in the neighbourhood of Herne Bay, 
and the plaintiff a fisherman, who had possessed for many 
years a small fishery contiguous to the plaintiffs’ recently-ac- 
quired property. 

Osborne, Q.C., and Plummer, for the plaintiff. 

Malins, Q.C., and Locock Webb, for the defendants. 

The Vice-Chancellor thought that a sufficient prima facie 
case of the soundness of the plaintiff’s title had been made, and 
as the Act of Incorporation of the company gave the company 
only a right to take such lands as they might, by agreement 
with the plaintiff, become entitled to, he s ak grant the injunc- 
tion sought. 

Solicitors, Marriott § Jordan ; Nethersole § Speechley. 





VICE-CHANCELLOR WOOD. 
March 2, 3. 


Ho.tiampy v. OLDRIEVE.—This was a suit instituted for the 
purpose of setting aside a conveyance of real estate, on the ground 
that it was fraudulent and void, as against creditors. The bill 
— that the deed of conveyance might either be given up to 

cancelled, or be declared to stand as security only for the 
money actually paid or allowed, as the consideration for its 
execution. 

The plaintiff, who was a builder at Greenwich, was the 
gy creditor and also the assignee in Bankruptcy of a 
Miss Ogilvie; and the defendant was the master of a vessel em- 
ployed in the North Sea Fishery. Miss Ogilvie, on becoming 
entitled, in 1858, to six freehold houses in Greenwich, which 
was the real estate in question in this suit, employed the plain- 
tiff to put them in repair. In April, 1860, three of the houses 
were burnt down and the others seriously damaged. The plain- 
tiff was employed to rebuild such of them as were burnt down and 
to repair such of them as were damaged. He received only small 
sums on account for his work; and Miss Ogilvie remained in- 
debted to him to a very considerable extent. As security for this 
debt the plaintiff alleged that he held Miss Ogilvie’s deeds until 
October, 1861, when he let her have them back again. 

In June, 1862, Miss Ogilvie either went to reside with the 
defendant as his servant, or took him into her house as a lodger. 
In the same month the plaintiff commenced an action at law 
against Miss Ogilvie for the balance of his account. During the 
agar ny of the action, viz., in December, 1862, she conveyed 

er six houses to the defendant in fee, for a consideration of 
£200, which was expressed in the deed of conveyance to have 
been paid to her on the execution thereof, but was, in fact, the 
total amount of divers sums of money previously lent to her by 
the defendant, or advanced by him for the purpose of payin, 
bills due by her. In November, 1863, the plaintiff Pontos | 
judgment in his action. In December following, Miss Ogilvie 
was arrested and imprisoned. In February, 1864, she was ad- 
judicated bankrupt. The plaintiff was appointed assignee under 
the bankruptcy on 11th March, 1864, and on the 30th March 
1864, this bill was filed. The greater portion of the bill consiste 
of allegations to the effect that the defendant had acquired great 
influence over Miss Ogilvie, and that he had made undue use of 
such influence to induce her to execute the conveyance. The 
real value of the property conveyed was proved to be about £900. 

Hinde Palmer, Q.C., and Boyle, for the plaintiff. 

Hardy (Rolt, Q.C., with him), for the defendant, 

Woop, V.C., said that the conveyance ‘could at most only 
stand as a security for the moneys actually advanced, and that 
there must be an woe A as to the amount of such moneys. He 
would, however, hear Mr. Boyle on the charges of undue in- 
fluence contained in the bill. 

Boyle was heard on these charges. 

His Honour then said that the bill had a double aspect, and so 
had nearly defeated itself. The first part of the bill was un- 
doubtedly a charge of undue influence, and the second a charge 
of an attempt to defraud and delay creditors. The two conten- 
tions were not, as was argued for the defendant, inconsistent ; 
but the first of them not having been substantiated, no costs 
would be given to the plaintiff up to and including the hearing, 
be declared void so far as it p to convey 
the six houses absolutely in fee. There must be an inquiry as 





to the permanent improvements made by the defendant since he 
had been in possession ; he would be allowed what he had ex. 
pended in such improvements, and would be charged with occy. 
pation rents. Liberty would be reserved for either party tp 
apply in chambers respecting a sale of the property. Furthe 
consideration and subsequent costs would be reserved. 

Solicitors for the — J. § W. Butler. 

Solicitors for the defendant, Parker, Rooke, § Parkers, 


March 3. 
HENSLEY v. WELLS. 
Evidence in support of pedigree. 


Short cause. Further consideration. On the question 
of heirship an affidavit was brought in, sworn by one of 
the testator’s children, a very old lady, who swore that 
she had never heard of any other children of testator, 
except those mentioned by name in the bill. The tes. 
tator died fifty years ago. Another affidavit had been 
made that a member of the family had died eight year 
ago in Australia. No strict evidence was procurable in 
this country, but all the rest of the family had acted 
upon the belief of his having died at that time in Au. 
tralia. 

Ramage appeared for the plaintiffs, 

Cecil Russell for the defendants. 

Woon, V.C., thought that the first affidavit was sufi. 
cient at this distance of time from the testator’s death; 
but thought that with regard to the second point there 
should be a further affidavit stating the sources of de- 
ponents’ information. 

Solicitors, Wilkinson §: Matthews; Alfred Howard, 





HAttows v. Fernre.—Adjourned summons for the 
of consolidating this and three other suits with a similar object. 

One of the defendants who had been cross-examined objected 
to putting in an answer, as it would simply be a repetition of the 
information which he had already given. 

Woop, V.C., made an order in the following pone “The 
plaintiffs in the three other suits undertaking to be bound by the 
proceedings in Hallows v. Fernie, and the plaintiffs also sub- 
mitting to put in such answers as they may be advised (including 
affidavits of documents), to interrogatories which have been ex- 
hibited, stay all further proceedings in all three suits, except 
such answers and so much of the evidence in the three suits as 
the parties shall give notice to read in Hallows v. Fernie.” 


PIckERING v. CAPE Town Rattway AND Dock Company. 
—Practice—Application for further time. 

Adjourned summons, 

The plaintiff had filed his interrogatories on the 5th of October 
last, but the defendants had put in no answer, and on the 22nd of 
February an affidavit was filed on their behalf in support of an 
application for further time to answer, in which it was stated 
that proper information could not be had till the end of March. 
The Chief Clerk thereupon gave three months for defendants to 
put in their answer. At the request of the plaintiffs the matter 
was adjourned into court. 

Bedwell, for defendants, urged the great length to which the 
answer would run from the nature of the matters in dispute, 
the length of time which must unavoidably elapse before proper 
evidence could be got from the Cape of Good Hope. Tho m- 
formation required could only be got from the Cape. The ap- 
plication had not been made for the purpose of delay. 

Locock Webb, for the plaintiff, resisted the application on the 
ground that the defendants had already had four months given 
them, and had done nothing. An arbitration was now gomg 
on between the parties, which had been pushed forward by the 
defendants. They must for the purposes of the arbitration be 
already in possession of the same information as was required for 
the answer. 

Woon, V.C., said that, regard being had to the length and 
nature of the suit, the time did not seem unreasonable. The 
defendants must however put in an affidavit within three weeks 
as to all documents now in their possession, without prejudice to 
their being obliged to put in a further affidavit. 

Solicitors, Rizon § Sons ; Meyrick § Co. 


In re CuortTon vron Mepiock Recuasite Loan 
Soctrry.—The Company's Act 1862—Winding-up by order of 
Court.—This petition, which has been already * reported, was 
mentioned again, 

Caldecott now stated that an official liquidator had been 
chosen, but that the list of contributories had not been agreed 
chosen as official liqui- 


upon. 
Woon, V.C., ordered that the va 
dator be appointed with all the powers of an official liquidator, 
with liberty to apply in chambers. He must give security. 
* 10 Sol, Jour, 416, 
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COURT OF ADMIRALTY. 
Feb. 13. 
THE “ LISBONNAISE.” 

Bottomry bond on foreign ship—Payment by bondholder 
to foreign consul of a small sum for the seamen who were 
destitute. 

This was a cause of bottomry, promoted against the 
French vessel Lisbonnaise. The Lisbonnaise, which was 
lying at Newcastle-on-Tyne, had been sold by the Court, 
and the proceeds of sale had been paid into court. 

R. J. Williams now moved the Court to pronounce for 
the validity of the bond, and to order the amount due 
thereon to be paid to the bondholder out of the proceeds 
in the registry, and to include in such amount a sum of 
£16 which the bondholder had paid to the French consul 
at Newcastle, on account of the wages of the crew who 
were destitute. 

Dr. LUSHINGTON.—This being the case of a foreign 
ship, and the sum of £16 having been paid to the foreign 
consul, on account of the destitute crew, I will make the 
order as prayed. 

COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
March 3. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner WINsLow.) 

In rE J.C. Patne.—The bankrupt was a solicitor practising 
at Reading, and this was an adjourned sitting for examination 
and discharge. 

R. Griffiths, for the assignees. 

The case had stood over so that the bankrupt might comply 
with an order directing him to file certain s ecial accounts. 
There was no further opposition and the Court directed the order 
of discharge. 





March 7. 
(Beforé Mr. Commissioner HoLroyn.) 

In rE LAMB.—Mr. Samuel Blackburn Francis Lamb, was a 
solicitor, having offices at 10, Gray’s-inn-square, and this was 
an original sitting for proof of debts, and for choice of assignecs. 
The adjudication in this case was obtained on the petition of Mr. 
J. G. Taylor, law stationer, of 13, Brownlow-street, Holborn, a 
creditor for £112 for work done. 

Reed and Bromley appeared tor creditors. 

Churchill (solicitor) tor the bankrupt. 

A long contest ensued for the assigneeship, and ultimately the 
appointment devolved upon Mr. Lamb, a brother of the bank- 
rupt, but objection being raised to the confirmation, his Honour 
intimated that the brother of a bankrupt was not a fit person for 
the office, and directed a fresh choice. 

The sitting was then adjourned. 

The adjudication having been made upon a creditor’s petition 
no statement of accounts has yet been rendered. 








COURTS. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 

March 6.—Cashel’s Divorce—This was a bill to obtain a 
separation a vinculo matirmonii between parties residing in 
Ireland, where no law of divorce exists, The petitioner is 
Rowan Franeis Cashel, M.D., of Toomavara, in the Count 
Tipperary, who on 13th May, 1851, intermarried wit 





countant-General for a solicitor’s taxed costs to the solicitor 
(a Mr. Chaffers) himself, on the ground that. Mr. Chafférs 
had assigned his costs to the petitioner, to whom payment 
was now asked to be made. This petition was met by a 
motion on behalf of an advertising agent to withhold delivery 
of the check in question to the petitioner until such agent 
had been paid £11, for which Mr. Chaffers had given his 
check, such check having been dishonoured, and the £11 
forming part of the iteras for which the Accountant-General 
was about to give his check. Another claimant also inter- 
vened on the ground of having obtained’ a judge’s order on 
the fund out of which Mr. Chaffer’s costs were to be paid. 

The Covnrr ordered that the check should not be delivered 
over to the petitioner without due notice to the other 
claimants, with liberty to apply. 

Mr. Fooks, Mr. Cracknall, and Mr. George Lovell appeared 
in the case. 





COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner GOULBURN.) 

March 8.—IJn re Diwee.—This case has been already men- 
tioned.* This was the sitting for examination and discharge, 
but the accounts had not been filed. The liabilities are said 
to be £27,000. 

Mr. Beswick tendered a proof for £800 on behalf of Sir 
Charles Fox, but its consideration was adjourned till the 
next sitting. 

MANCHESTER COUNTY COURT. 
(Before Epwarp Ovens, Esq., Judge.) 

Feb. 26.—Heath and Others v. Thornbory.—This was an 
action on a deed of separation, to recover £15, brought by 
the executors of the trustee. In that deed the defendant had 
covenanted to pay to the trustee an annual sum of £20 for 
the wife so long as she lived, with a proviso that’ if she sur- 
vived him and married again it should be paid to her separate 
use, and that it should be taken in full of all claims for dower 
or otherwise of the wife against the husband. In June, 1865, 
the wife obtained from the Divorce Court a decree for a dis- 
solution of the marriage. The defendant contended that he 
was not liable. for the payments after Mrs. Thornbory had 
ceased to bear to him the relation of wife. 

His Honovr said that the covenant was an absolute one to 
pay the money, even though Mrs. Thornbory married again, 
and after the relation of husband and wife had ceased. The 
divorce had been obtained, not in consequence of any fault of 
the wife, but owing to the husband’s misconduct. The onus 
of avoiding the express covenant of the deed was upon the 
defendant, who had not done so to his (the Judge’s) sati&faction 
He had looked into the authorities, and had succeeded in 
finding two cases which, although not expressly in point, 
were sufficiently satisfactory to confirm his mind in the view 
he had originally taken. . 

The first was the case of Hvans v. Carrington, 8. W. R. 
113, in which there was a marriage settlement, and afterwards 
a deed of separation and a divorce at the suit of the husband. 
An action was brought by the wife’s trustees to recover 
instalments falling due under the deed of separation, subse- 
quent to the date of the divorce. The husband filed a bill 
in chancery to restrain the action, and to set aside both the 
marriage settlement and the deed of separation, but Sir. W. 
P. Wood refused either to restrain or to interfere. This 








Emily Harriet Kingsley, according to the rites and cer 
of the United church of England and Ireland, at the parish 
church of Ballyloughoe, in the County Westmeath, and they 
cohabited together until about 20th March, 1858, there 
being no issue of the marriage. On that day the petitioner 
discovered that his wife had been carrying on an adulterous 
connection with Jonathan Harding, of Bessborough, in the 
County Tipperary, to which she afterwards confessed ; and 
having duly obtained a verdict in March, 1859, in an action 
for criminal conversation, with £1,107 5s. 11d. for damages 
and costs, which were paid, and having obtained a divorce a 
mensé et thoro in the Ecclesiastical Court of Dublin, in 1861, 
instituted the present bill for dissolution of his marriage, 
and to enable him to marry again ; the bill contained clauses 
barring the wife from dower, and enacting that she should 
not be at liberty to marry again. 
Dr, Twiss, and Mr. Hodgson, for the petitioner. 

The necessary formal evidence having been given, the bill 
was read a second time. 
ROLLS COURT, 

Feb, 27.—Perry v. Chalmers.—This case came on on a 
petition to restrain the payment of a check of the Ac- 











decision was reversed on appeal by Lord Chancellor 
Campbell, not, however, on the ground of the marriage 
having been dissolved (which was not attempted to be set u 
in argument), but on the ground, which was fully justifi 
by the evidence, that the deed was obtained by the wife, in 
concert with other parties, for the pu of enabling herto 
live with a paramour, and therefore, that the deed had been 
obtained for a fraudulent purpose. If a dissolution of 
marriage was (as had been contended before him), tpse fuecto 
a complete answer to an action on a deed of separation, the 
Vice Chancellor would have decided the case differently, 
and the Lord Chancellor would have put it on a simpler and 
more ready ground. 

The other case was that of (oslin v, Clark 12 C. B. N.S. 
681, in which there was a deed of separation. The miscon- 
duct of the wife was recited in it, and it was for that miscon- 
duct that the husband afterwards obtained a decree for the 
dissolution of the marriage. An action was brought (as in 
this case) to recover the wife’s annuity; it was held that 
deed of separation was perfectly good in law, and that the 
dissolution was no answer to the action on the deed of separa- 
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tion for the instalments of the annuity. The only distinc- 
tion between that case and the present, in point of fact, 
was, that in this case the wife was the mover in obtaining 
the decree for dissolution; but surely she was not therefore 
to be in a worse position than if the husband had obtained 
the decree for his wife’s misconduct. 

On the whole, after a careful consideration of the facts 
and an examination of the authorities, he was satisfied that 
the defence set up in this case could not be maintained. He 
therefore gave judgment for the plaintiffs for the whole 
amount claimed, with costs, 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


PropATe Duty on LEASEHOLD MortaacE Dents. 


Sir,—As this is an important and interesting question, 
I was somewhat surprised to find in your last number no 
response to your invitation of the previous week to your 
readers to discussit, But it may be, as I myself am of 
opinion, that the arguments Ka it are pretty well ex- 
hausted by the paper of Mr. Reynolds of Birmingham ; * 
the remarks and communications of your contemporary, 
the Jurist, to which attention is directed by the letter of 
“‘The Purchaser's Conveyancer” to you; and your own 
article upon the case of Thomas v. Sewell ;+ and that, if 
the question is to be dealt with ‘‘upon merits,” the pros 
and cons are so evenly balanced as to give little hope for a 
satisfactory decision otherwise than judicially. For rela- 
tively, I think there is but little, if any, greater hardship 
in payment of the duty on the mortgage debt than on other 
debts, on which it unquestionably must be paid, this little 
consisting, perhaps, in this, that the nature and incidents 
of a mo debt would force the taking out of probate or 
administration in most cases, although the equitable estate 
might be next to valueless, and be all the property, or 
nearly so, of the testator or intestate, which would not be 
the case were the debt an ordinary one. Nevertheless, they 
are both debts, and operate with the like effect upon the 
interests of those beneficially entitled after payment of the 
debts generally. 

This argument, however, does not affect the question of 
the policy of the stamp laws involved in the requirement of 
payment of duty upon debts (of any kind), as to which I 
will presently offer a few remarks. 

Regarding the other legal or technical ground upon which 
Mr. Reynolds has contended with the authorities of Somerset 
House against payment of the duty (that ‘‘estate” in the Stamp 
Acts must be construed and applied in its most ordinary 
legal sense in the manner put by him), I also think his 

aper exhausts most of the arguments that can be advanced. 

ut his statements upon this point have the practical value 
of making known that those willing to contend with the 
office upon it have good chance of succeeding in escaping 
payment of the duty; although this of course goes to prove 
a state of doubt, and consequent difficulty and risk,§ which 
calls for remedy, and a practice of a Government department 
(having a considerable amount of the legal element in its 
constitution and control), which certainly seems inde- 
fensible. 

When we come to consider the question of the payment of 
duty in respect of debts of any kind, upon grounds of policy, 
justice, and fairness, all seem against it. As to the inten- 
tion of the Legislature in requiring its payment, one can 
assign only that of protection to the revenue in regard to the 
nett estate, And having, for the purposes of this com- 
munication, perused and considered the affidavits and pro- 
ceedure now mesnenery in the original payment of the duty, 
and the increase and return of same, it seems to me that 
exemption from payment in the first instance could be 
effected with very little extra trouble and delay in obtaining 
probate or administration, and with no greater risk to the 
revenue than at present exists. But I can only express 
the opinion, as it would take up too much of your space to 
euter into the necessary details for the pu of proving 
its soundness. 1 do not quite agree with r. Reynolds in 
the value he puts upon the loss inevitably consequent upon 
obtaining a return of duty, and the delay often thereby 
caused in completely winding up an estate. I think these a 


* 10 Sol. Jour. 125, * 10 Sol. Jour. 397, t 10 Sol. Jonr, 354. 
§ The risk already porhaps sufficiently proved by the case of 
Thomas +. Sewell.-H, 








serious grievance, and strong grounds for advocating ap 
alteration in the law, such as I have just now sugges 

However, I am not anxious for an individual alteration in 
the stamp laws, for the reasons expressed in the short serieg 
of letters of mine upon the general question of the Stamp Acts 
and their revision, which you were good enough to insert in 
your last year’s volume.* These letters, se may remember, 
contained some strictures upon Mr. Gladstone’s constant 
dabbling with the stamp duties, and pointed out the grievous 
result of his so doing. And I refer to these letters here in 
revival of the subject and anticipation of the introduction, at 
no distant period, of this year’s Budget, and in the hope that 
you, and such of your readers as have time and inclination 
to deal with the matter, will raise your voice in opposition 
to any further alteration until the Acts are pt. ag 
to the near accomplishment of which, one might derive some 
hope from a paragraph I saw somewhere in print a week 
or two since, to the effect that the Board of Inland Revenue 
had the matter under consideration, had not one already too 
long hoped against hope. 

I may ae in conclusion, that many of the doubts 
and difficulties which I predicted in my letters ag 
likely to arise from the Acts of last session, have already, 
within my own knowledge and practice, arisen. Most 
especially with regard to the alteration effected by the 
Acts under the head of Transfer of Mortgage, the difficul 
and inconsistency that I there said would inevitably result 
from this one alteration, in regard to the duties on the 
transfers of debenture bonds and mortgage debentwres, have 
been felt and strongly inveigled against. As to the defective 
drawing and framing of the Acts, also spoken of in my 
letters, 1 may quote from the addenda to the 4th edition of 
Mr. Joshua Williams’s work on the law of personal pro- 

erty, to which my attention was directed after writing my 
etters, than whom, I cannot, I think, obtain better 
authority and support for my complaints upon this head. 
Mr. Williams is alluding to the 23 Vict. c. 15, an Act that 
has not, I think, more defects than those since passed. He 
says :—‘‘ Great complaints have been made of the manner 
in which this Act and the above-mentioned bankruptcy 
bill + have been drawn. It would be a pertinent question— 
How is it that the conveyancing counsel of the Court of 
Chancery, who are the recognised heads of that department 
of the bar which makes drawing its profession, are never 
employed to draw a public bill? Is this great country too 
— to employ the best practitioners to set its limping 

w 2 ” 


As the most recent remarks upon this subject (the condi- 
tion of the Stamp Law), I may refer to the ot eee 
of your review of Tilsley’s Digest.t . FH. 





SUPPOSING. 

Sir,—Supposing that any magistrate in the country were, 
let us say on a Monday, to send an ignorant man to gaol, 
without the option of paying a fine, for killing a hare, and 
that on the Tuesday he were to inflict a trivial fine of 
shilling upon another man of superior rank and information 
for shooting a pheasant, and were further to aggravate such 
glaring inequality by declaring publicly that he himself 
‘rather liked pheasant shooting,” I wonder what would be 
said of such a perversion of the law, and how long it would 
be before the attention of the Home Secretary was called to 
such an exhibition of ‘‘ justices’ justice ?” 

Supposing, however, that, instead of a hypothetical 
magistrate giving these imaginary decisions, a criminal 
judge were on the 1st of the present month to send an 
illiterate woman to prison for a month, and bind her over in 

izances to keep the 8 a for twelve months, for 
writing an abusive libel, and two days afterwards were to 
let off, with the relatively trivial fine of £50, a well- 
educated man who had published the most foul and atrocious 
slander that it is possible to imagine against a wholly inno- 
cent person, and who had actually made an affidavit to 
enable him to fish up evidence in support of statements 
which he was compelled abjectly to retract ; finally, more- 
over, supposing that in passing such an absurd sentence 
this same judge had degraded himself and his office by 
declaring from the bench that ‘he rather believed in 


* 9 Sol. Jour, 699, 755, 777. 

t Which as the “ Bankruptcy Act, 1861.” The ——— 
that has taken place under this Act, ee ose d that part of it re- 
lating to trust deeds, has amply justified the complaints alluded to 
by Mr. Williams,—H, 

+ 10 Sol, Jour, 118, 
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iritualism,” I wonder whether Sir George Grey might not 
interfere with advantage to the administration of justice in 
the real case as well as in the theoretical one ? 

March 6. A County MacistRare. 


is letter, originally sent to the Times, has been sent us 
for insertion. We agree with the writer that ‘justices’ 
‘ustice” is too often unjustly abused, but we think that the 
fact that the prosecutor in this case declared himself satis- 
fied with the apology, which always materially affects 
sentences in cases of libel, has been overlooked by the writer. 
We regret that so shrewd and able a lawyer as the Common 
jeant’ should have expressed himself as ‘‘rather a 
believer in spiritualism,” and regret still more to learn that 
such is the fact.—Eb. S. J.] 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Justice Covcu, one of the judges of the High Court 
at Bombay, to be chief justice of the said court. 

Sm CHARLES SaRcENT, Knt., to be a judge of the High 
Court at Bombay. 

CHARLES COLLETT, Esq., of the Madras Civil Service, to be 
ajudge of the High Court at Madras. 

ALEXANDER Ross, WittrAmM Epwarps, WILLIAM 
Roserts, and Franois Boye Pearson, Esqs., all of the 
Bengal Civil Service, to be judges of the High Court for the 
North-Western Provinces. 

Mr. JosEpH RAYNER, town clerk and solicitor to the 
corporation of Bradford, to be town clerk of Liverpool. 

Mr. G. Cook to be registrar of the Court of Probate of the 
District Registry at Liverpool. 





PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Monday, March 5. 
Law oF EvipDENCE AMENDMENT BIL. 

The LorpD CHANCELLOR moved the second reading of this 
bill, the object of which was to amend certain defects which 
existed in the procedure of the Court of Divorce. A husband 
might sue for a divorce on the ground of alleged adultery, 
but, if the wife were innocent, and expressed a wish to 
examined, it was surely very hard that she should be excluded 
from giving evidence on a matter in regard to which she 
alone was competent to explain certain things alleged as 
proofs of her adultery. But supposing that she was not an 
Innocent person, she had the power of defending herself in 
law, by showing that her husband had been guilty of cruelty 
or desertion, and therefore the law operated injuriously 
against her by Tt her from proving either her own 
innocence by her own testimony, or her countercharge 
against her husband. By a modification of the existing law, 
introduced at the instance of Sir Cresswell Cresswell, in any 
suit instituted by a wife for divorce, either she or her 
husband became a competent witness to the extent only of 
ps desertion or cruelty. That amendment of the law 

ad been found to operate most unsatisfactorily. The Act 
only applied to a suit instituted by a wife. That was a most 
anomalous state of the law which demanded a remedy. He now 
proposed to insert a provision to the effect that every person in 
4 suit instituted by reason of adultery should be capable of 
giving evidence, and not compellable. This seemed to him to 
meet the whole position of the case. It might be urged that if 
a party declined to answer the question the inference would 
be irresistible. Well, let it be so; for what was the object 
of asking the question but to to get at the trath? and if the 
circumstances were such that the inference could not be 
avoided, the truth would be arrived at without the indeli- 
cacy of answering the question. This measure did not appl 
exclusively to the Divorce Court, but to all cases in whic 
adultery was involved. 
Lord Cuetmsrorp said that this was an unpretendin 
bill of only one clause; but whilst apparently only a bill of ; 
egal character, it was one which involved questions of 
moral and social importance which their lordships generally 
Were as competent to decide as were those who were generally 
ignated the law lords. Having carefully saubeed the 
subject he was of opinion that it would be extremely 








dangerous to admit of any relaxation in the law in the 
direction proposed. The evidence in such cases was gene- 
rally circumstantial, and in some cases it was of a ve 
slight description. In one remarkable case which he had in 
his mind it was so slight that the jury found for the 
defendant; but suppose the defendant in that case had been 
allowed to give evidence? If he had not appeared what 
would the jury have concluded? They would have said, 
‘* Although the evidence is slight here, yet there are two 
witnesses who could tell us whether the facts charged are 
true or not. If they refuse to appear and give us the in- 
formation that they alone can give, we must deal with the 
case upon the ew paras that if they did appear the facts 
would be established against them, and, therefore, we will 
come to a conclusion hostile to them.” His noble and 
learned friend asked where was the evil in such a case; 
that if the parties were innocent they would appear and 
why their innocence, and that if guilty they would shrink 

m appearing before the jury, and there would be no 
harm in the jury arriving at a just and right conclusion in 
their absence, But in such a case their lordshi 
considered the temptation to perjury that would follow the 
removal of the existing exception? They must remember 
that the character, position, and social existence of the 
wife depended on the issue of the cause, and she havi 
broken one commandment, was it extremely unlikely 
that she would break another; and would not the man con- 
sider it a point of honour to save the wife from shame and 
misery, and to protect her to the utmost of his power? 
The scandal of proceedings in the Divorce Court was very 
great at present; but if the husband and wife and the co- 
respondent were allowed to give evidence, unquestionably 
the scenes which took place would be aggravated beyond 
all description, and the history of these person's lives 
would be exposed to the torture of cross-examination. 
Actions of seduction also, should this bill pass, would 
most of them be turned into actions for breach of promise of 
marriage; because the girl would say that she had yielded 
only upon a promise of marriage, and her friends would then 
force her to bring an action to clear her character. Juries, 
who were always disposed in such actions to sympathise with 
the plaintiff, and to look with severity on the conduct of the 
man, would be easily dis tofind against him. It was 
proposed in the House of Commons that no such promise 
should be enforced unless it were in writing. It was pee 
that the Statute of Frauds enacted that any promise in 
consideration of marriage should not be binding unless it were 
in writing, but it had been held that amutual promise to marry 
was not within the statute. Heshould move that the bill be 
read a second time that day six months. 

Lord Taunton said that he remembered Lord Denman 
saying that he would never consent to put a man into the 
position of either being obliged to commit pear or to betray 
the partner of his guilt; and he (Lord Taunton) felt that it 
was neither for the interests of justice or truth that this should 
take place. 

Their lordships then divided, and there were— 

For the second reading ............ssccceeee eee 29 
PNPM EW 1. <a Ueno cech. chghec sch euseseteaten sucess 29 
The numbers being equal the bill fell to the ground. 
Divorce AND MATRIMONIAL CAUSES BILL. 
This bill was read a second time. 
Tuesday, March 6. 
Divorce AND MATRIMONIAL CAUSES BILL. 
This bill passed through committee. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Friday, March 2. 
Tue Irish Court OF ADMIRALTY. 

The ATroRNEY-GENERAL for IRELAND, in reply to Mr. 
Maguire, said that he thought the practice and procedure of 
the Court of Admiralty in Ireland required reform and im- 
provement, and that a bill on the subject was in prepara- 
tion. 

Leerrmacy DECLARATION Act. 

The Common SERJEANT gave notice that on Friday, the 
9th of March, he should move for leave to bring in a bill to 
restrain the operation of the 20 & 21 Vict. c. 85 (the Divoree 
Act), and of the 21 & 22 Vict. c, 98 (the Legitimacy Declara- 
tion Act, 1858). 
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Tuesday, March 6. 
Lonpon (Crry) Corporation GAs BILL. 

Mr. Crawrorp, in moving the second reading of this 
bill, expressed a hope that hon. members would bring their 
minds to the consideration of the bill free from the influ- 
ences of button-holding, ear-wigging, and the other means 
too often resorted to by persons interested in private bills. 
He reminded the House that it was a measure which affected 
upwards of three millions of people, and he assured the 

ouse that, after the fullest inquiry into the subject, he 
had come to the conclusion that the gas supply of the 
metropolis was a subject well deserving investigation at the 
hands of the House. He had suggested an inquiry into the 
gas supply of the metropolis, in order that Parliament might 
see if the gas companies had complied with the Act of 1860, 
which compelled them to supply gas of proper quality, and 
in sufficient quantity, and at a reasonable price, so that the 
profits did not exceed ten per cent. He found, on examining 
the accounts, that in 1864 the Central Gas Consumers’ Com- 
pany not only divided the sum of ten per cent. upon their 
capital, but they also laid by a considerable amount. The 
Imperial Gas Company also were making a far larger profit 
than ten per cent., and the public did not receive the benefit 
contemplated by the Legislature in the shape of diminished 
prices. As the jinhabitants of the City found they were 
unable to deal with these companies in any other mode, they 
asked Parliament to give them leave to deal with them in 
the way of competition. 

Lord CranzorRNE would not have intruded himself on 
the present occasion but for the absence of Mr. Sotheron 
Estcourt, the chairman of the committee which sat on the 
subject of the metropolitan gas supply in 1860, of which 
committee he (Lord te was amember. He did not 
think the gas companies had treated the public fairly. But 
there was another matter of still more importance, and that 
was the maintenance of the faith of the House of Commons, 
The committee ot 1860 sat during a great part of the session, 
and a settlement was arrived at. He moved that the bill be 
read a second time that day six months. 

Mr. Aparr seconded the amendment. 

Mr. Alderman Lawrencr said that the bill had been in- 
troduced by the Corporation of the ~ of London because it 
had been pressed on them by the whole of the inhabitants of 
the city of London, and the corporation felt that when they 
did anything for the benefit of the inhabitants of the city 
they also benefited the inhabitants of this great metropolis. 
The corporation proposed that the whole of the bills should 
be sent up stairs to be fully investigated. And they had no 
fear of the result. 

Sir G. Grey was inclined to think that the best way 
would be to read the bill a second time, and to instruct the 
cornmittee to which it would be referred to conduct a com- 
plete inquiry into the operation of the Act of 1860. If it 
should appear as the result of the inquiry that the gas 
companies had fulfilled all the obligations they were bound 
to fulfil, and supplied gas in sufficient quantity and quality, 
and at moderate and fair prices, there would “ no case for 
proceeding with this bill. If, on the other hand, the 
inquiry led to a different result, the bill might be allowed 
to proceed. 

Mr. Rorgvck, Q.C., observed that the very appearance of 
the House showed that it was a most unfit tribanal to decide 
questions of this kind. Its appearance was so peculiar that 
there could be no doubt of its having been packed for the 
occasion; that people had been taken by the button ; that 
letters had been written; that constituents had been ap- 
pealed to. And by whom had all this been done? By gas 
companies. He asked the House, for the sake of its own 
honour, to consider what it was doing, and whether it was 
acting in that judicial capacity in which they were called 
upon to act. The hon. member for London felt the pecu- 
liarity of his position, for on one side of him was the corpora- 
tion of London, and on the other side the gas companies— 
one body pulling him by the tail of his coat on one side, 
and the other body pulling at the tail of his coat on the 
other. The proper thing for the House to do was to send 


the bill to that tribunal which the wisdom of Parliament 
had provided, and not to take upon itself to devide the ques- 
tion in such an unseemly way. 

Mr. Ceavyunn objected to the principle of the bill. 

Mr, Avuron hoped the House would allow the bill to be 
read a second time. 








The House then divided, the numbers were— 


For the second reading ........+++ssesers.. gees t8. 219 
Agming ie cs See ae tease eee one . 193 
Majority. <5. 6.0s..0i.405 0060 ‘ pagheedtaveey o §=46 


Mr. Serjeant GASELEE informed the House that he had 
by mistake voted for the ayes when he meant to vote for the 
noes, 

The bill was read a second time, and referred to a select 
committee, with an instruction to the committee to inquire 
into the operation and results of the Metropolitan Gas Act 
of 1860. 


Divorce AND MATRIMONIAL CAusEs, &c., AcTs AMENp. 
MENT. 

The Common SeRJsEANT moved for leave to bring in a bill 
to explain the 20 & 21 Vict. c. 85, and. the Legitimacy De. 
claration Act, 1858, The object of this bill was merely to 
declare that on all petitions for dissolution of marriage, or 
declarations of legitimacy, contested matters of fact should 
be tried before a jury, if either of the parties so required, 
He (Mr. Chambers) had consulted the law officers of the 
Crown, and they had no objection to the introduction of the 
bill.* 

Leave was given to bring in the bill. 


MARRIAGE WITH A DECEASED WIFE’s SISTER. 


The Common SERJEANT obtained leave to bring in a bill 
to legalise marriage with a deceased wife’s sister. 


QUALIFICATION FOR OFFICES ABOLITION BILL. 
On the motion of Mr. HApFIELD this bill was read a 
third time and passed. 


CAPITAL PUNISHMENTS IN PRISONS. 

Mr. Hissert rose to move for leave to bring in a bill to 
permit capital punishments to be carried out, under certain 
regulations, within the interior of prisons. He did not 
desire to introduce a system of private or secret executions. 
He wished for publicity on that matter but not the publicity 
which drew round the scaffold the scum and refuse of society, 
He wished for publicity of a formal and solemn character. 
He believed that an execution conducted in that way would 
be far more awful than any which at present took place; 
and that the change would promote the interests of justice, 
humanity, and religion. Under these circumstances he 
hoped that the House would be prepared to give its sanction 
to the bill. 

Sir G, Grey said that he did not rise for the purpose of 
opposing the motion, He should not oppose the introduc- 
tion of the present bill, but suggested that the second rents 
should not be pressed on too hastily, in order that the bi 
of the government, founded on the Royal commissioners’ 
report, should receive due consideration. 

Mr. Gi.rIn entertained an opinion, which had grown 
with him for many years, that this strangling of human 
beings for the assumed purpose of illustrating the sacredness 
of human life was a miserable bungle. What the intelligence 
and civilization of the age demanded was the abolition of the 
gallows altogether. 

Mr. Ewart, as a member of the commission on capital 
punishments, had sided with those members who could not 
agree on the policy of private executions, 

Mr. B. Carrer supported the motion. 

Leave was then given to bring in the bill. 

Thursday, March 8, 
Tue Leeps BANKruptcy Court. 

Mr. Ferranp gave notice of his intention to ask on Thurs- 
day next the Attorney-General whether he has seen any 
grounds for changing his opinion, expressed in this House on 
the 27th June last, that Mr. Patrick Robert Welch should be 
suspended from the discharge of his duties as registrar in the 
Leeds Bankruptcy Court pending his criminal prosecution 
for corrupt practices in obtaining or attempting to obtain 4 
judicial appointment ; if 80, to be so obliging as to state 
them to the House ; also, whether? after the evidence taken 
before the select committee onthe Leeds Bankruptey Court, 
he isof opinion that Mr. John Miller is a fit and proper per- 
son to discharge the very responsible daties of chief registrar 
of the Court of Bankruptey. 





* ‘The bill appears to be introduced for the purpose of overraling 
Sir C. Crosawell's judgment in Miss Shedden’a case, so often referred 
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IRELAND. 
THE SuFFERINGS oF Crty Jurors. 

The special jury who were engaged for twenty-one days 
in the Court of Probate in the recent case of Fitzgerald v. 
Fitegerald, having received their due payment, amounting 
to one shilling per diem each, handed the amount over to 
charity. This fresh instance of the hardships under which 
city jurors suffer has led to renewed remonstrance, and a 
al on the local M.P.’s to take up the subject, with the 
view of introducing a bill for the Metter regulation of the 

ent of jurors. The writer of the commercial article in 
the Weekly Freeman says :—‘‘It seems a very great hard- 
ship that the city and county of Dublin special jurors should 
be selected to try cases of importance from every county 
and borough in Ireland, and even some from London, as in 
the case of Bartlett v. Lewis.” This naturally results from 
the existing state of the law as to venues, tending as it does 
to plaintiffs taking their cases away from local associations. 
The jurors of London and Westminster have complained in 
like manner, yet the Common Law Commissioners do not 
propose to make venues local, which would tend more to 
the relief of metropolitan jurors than making suitors pay 
dear for the luxury of having cases so tried. Meantime the 
Attorney-General for Ireland has brought in a bill to con- 
solidate and amend the law relating to petty juries in 
Ireland, the necessity for which has been made repeatedly 
and generally manifest. 

Tre SrecraL ComMIssIoN. 

A graceful compliment has been paid by the jurors on the 
long panel at the late Special Commission to the sub-sheriff 
of the city of Dublin, in recognition of his attention to their 
convenience. A dinner service in silver has been purchased 
for presentation, the inscription being—-‘‘ Presented to Wm. 
Ormsby, Esq., sub-sheriff of the city of Dublin, by jurors 
empanelled at the Special Commission, November, 1865.” 








FENIANISM. 
Courts martial have been sitting in Dublin, in Cork, and 
in Enniskillen, for the trial of soldiers charged with being 
implicated in the Fenian conspiracy. 





PROPOSED ALTERATIONS IN THE CONSITUTION OF THE CouRT 
OF CHANCERY. 

The bill brought in by the Attorney and Solicitor-General 
proposes the abolition of the office of Master, of whom there 
are four (Messrs. Litton, Brooke, Murphy, and om gre 
retaining only the last as ‘‘ Receiver Master.” Each of the 
others is to be released from his duties, whenever, in the 
judgment of the Lord Chancellor, the state of business 
allows. Provision is made for the appointment of registrars 
under the new system. The plan of referring certain classes 
of ‘‘cause petitions” to masters, they having then full 
jurisdiction over such cases (13 & 14 Vict. c. 89, s. 15), is 
to be abolished, and a Vice-Chancellor is to be appointed, 
with full aaa to hear and determine all equity suits. He 
is to be a barrister of fifteen years’ standing. The new jud 
and the Master of the Rolls can each appoint a chief clerk, 
at a salary of £800 a-year, rising to £1,000; and no person 
shall be appointed unless he shall have practised as container 
or attorney for ten years preceding, or unless he shall have 
held the office of Master's Examiner. Besides changes in 
the procedure and practice, it is proposed to deal with 
stamps, fees, and other matters. 

These pecopeala are in substance the same as those made 
the year before last by Attorney-General O'Hagan, and differ 
very materially from those made by Messrs. Whiteside, 
Napier, and Malins, who, in February, 1855, brought in 
bills to alter the constitution of the Court of Chancery, its 
practice and procedure: They proposed to make three 
vice-chancellors of the existing senior masters, the causes in 
their offices to be transferred to the junior master. Fruitless 
attempts have been made in different Parliaments to 
rival bills, and the present proposition, though based on the 
report of a commission, has already been twice thrown over 
by the determined hostility of Mr. Whiteside, and the dis- 
inclination of the Commons to create retiring pensions. 


THE SULLIVAN Prizu Essay. 
The Solicitor-General has selected the following as the 
weet of the aes pr ting for the prize posi | given 
by him to the members of the Legal and Historical Society : 
—‘‘Capital punishment, with reference to the recommenda- 
in the report of the recent commission,” 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 
METROPOLITAN AND PROVINCIAL LAW ASSO- 
CIATION. 

The following petition has been presented by this asso- 


ciation to the House of Commons :— 

1. The Metropolitan and Provincial Law Association is a 
Society, &c. 

2. In the year 1785, in consequence of an anticipated de- 
ficiency in the shop tax, which was a war tax, a duty was 
— upon the annual certificates of attorneys, solicitors, 
and proctors, together with a tax on warrants to prosecute. 

8. Such shop tax has long since been repealed. 

4, The tax on warrants to prosecute, together with all 
other taxes on law Pp i were, in the year 1824, des 
clared to be inexpedient, as taxes on the administration of 
justice, and were accordingly abolished. 

5. Nevertheless, the annual certificate duty has been not 
only not repealed, but was from time to time, prior to the 
year 1853, increased from its original amount of £5 on mes 
tropolitan and £3 on provincial certificates, to £12 on metro- 
politan and £8 on provincial certificates, granted to ns 
who had been admitted more than three years, those 
sums being charged during the first three years from ad- 
mission. In the year 1853 this annual duty was reduced 
to its present limits of £9 on metropolitan and £6 on pro« 
vincial certificates, with the like reduction of one-half in 
favour of practitioners not admitted more than three years. 

6. Your honourable House has of late years acted upon the 
now established principle that all taxes should be imposed 
fairly and pomiien’ 9 and not for the protection of any par- 
ticular class or interest, and it is evidently unjust that 
a tax should be — upon one particular class in exonera- 
tion of any other class. 

7. While the branch of the legal profession to which your 
petitioners belong is not, and justly is not, exempted from 
any taxes which are imposed upon the other classes of their 
fellow citizens, it affords the only case in which British 
subjects following a lawful and honourable calling are pre- 
vented by law from each placing their own value upon the 
exertion of their respective individual talents and industry, 
and are restricted to a scale of charges that does not vary 
with the gradually increasing expenses of living, arising from 
the continual diminution in the relative value of money, and 
from other causes. 

8. The amount of revenue derived from this duty is com- 
paratively insignificant, while the tax presses heavily and 
unequally upon solicitors having but small practice. 

9. The various enactments which have been passed of late 
years for the amendment and alteration of the law, as well ag 
for ps ram | the practice of the Courts, and other changes 
in practice effected by general orders, have had the effect of 
considerably diminishing the emoluments of attorneys and 
solicitors, and, at the same time of rendering the disburse- 
ments necessary for ee of the business of their 
clients more onerous. is applies particularly to the es- 
tablishment of county courts, and to the introduction of 
es and of a more simple form of procedure in 

hancery practice. The effect of these changes on the prac- 
tice of many solicitors, and particularly on many country 
solicitors who have to pay a London agent in 
business, has been to e it impossible to derive the means 
of subsistence from their profession. As evidence that 
chancery practice has cmnand to be remunerative to country 
solicitors, your petitioners quote the following resolution 
at a meeting of influential solicitors held at the Law 
iety on the 1st February, 1865, for the purpose of con- 
sidering a subject quite unconnected with the attorneys’ cer- 
tificate duty, viz., ‘‘ That the remuneration of solicitors in 
the country for chancery business is at present so inadequate 
that many of them refuse to undertake such business at all, 
and their clients are driven to seek the assistance of s' 
and that it would in consequence be of advantage to suitors 
that better remuneration should be afforded.” 

10. The certificate duty, from which the other branch of 
the legal profession is exempt, is equivalent to a tax of £3 
per cent., upon the a’ incomes of attorneys and solici- 
tors. The effect of it is therefore that they are compelled to 
pay an income tax of elevenpence in the pound while the 
rest of their fellow subjects pay fourpence only. 

11, Asan evidence of the severe pressure of the annual 
certificate duty at the present time, your petitioners crave 
leave to draw the attention of your honourable House to the 
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fact, that a large number of attorneys and solicitors are every 
year excluded from the law list in consequence of their cer- 
tificate duty not having been paid within the time fixed by 
the Act. 

12. Your petitioners submit that according to my prin- 
ciple of fairness and justice in taxation, if it can be deemed 
expedient to impose any especial tax on the talent and energy 


of persons e in lawful and honourable business, suc 
tax ought to be raised by an equal assessment upon every 
branch of industry. 


18. As the protest which your petitioners feel bound to 
make against this tax is founded upon the fact that it is 
partial and unjust in its nature much more than upon its 
actual amount, your petitioners cannot regard the remission 
of a portion thereof, which was made in 1853, as any settle- 
ment of the question, but on the contrary they consider such 
remission as only a small instalment of justice, and an ac- 
knowledgment that the tax is in itself indefensible. 

Prayer—That your honourable House will be pleased to 
take this subject into consideration, and that the annual duty 
on the certificates of attorneys, solicitors, and proctors, may 
be wholly repealed. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW LECTURES AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 


Mr. R. Horton SmirH, on Conveyancing, Monday, 
March 12, 
Mr. E. CHarzes, on Equity, Friday, March 16. 





LAW CLASSES AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 


Hovrs oF ATTENDANCE. 
Elementary classes, 4.30 to 5.30 p.m. 
Advanced », 5,30 to 6.30 p.m. 
Mr. M. H. Cooxson on Equity— 
Monday, March 12, class B, elementary and advanced. 
Thursday, Mar.15 ,, A, 2 6 
Mr. A. Bartey on Conveyancing— 
Thursday, March 13, class A, elementary and advanced. 
Friday, .March16 ,, B, ,, oA 
Mr. E. A. C. Scoatcu on Common Law— 
Wednesday, March 14, class A, elementary and advanced. 








JUsTIcE TO CRIMINALS 1s FRANCE AND ENGLAND.—Not 
satisfied with that noble maxim of our law, that declares no man 
guilty till he can be proved to be so, we go still further, and tax all 
our ingenuity to the end that he may not be found guilty at all. 
We surround the prosecution with every imaginable difficulty, we 
entreat the prisoner never to let fall a syllable that may criminate 
him. We assign him the ablest counsel, we insinuate whatever 
may serve his interest even to the extent of suggesting that, if a 
murderer, he may have been a madman, and the judge is never 
so impressive as when telling the jury to make every doubtful 
matter a point in his favour. Take any French criminal proce- 
dure, and mark the difference:—From the moment that the 
age gg A is arraigned, his guilt appears established, and he would 

be & hardened scoundrel who stood there without evidence of 
contrition on his countenance. ‘‘Malheureux!”’ it is the blandest 
word that the judge employs towards him—* Malheureux! did it 
not oceur to you when you sharpened that knife, that the crime 
you were about to commit, would throw shame and sorrow over 
the last days of your poor aged mother, and make the few hours 
she is to pass on earth a misery and areproach?t”’ ‘ Monsieur le 
President, I sharpened the knife to kill m pig. I never in- 
jured a human being.” “Be silent, contre § rofane not the 
sacred halls of justice by ribaldry and falsehood.” How different 
is all this with us! In the whole length and breadth of our land 
there is not a position in which a man can say with impunit 
what a prisoner can say from the dock. He may be odinonished, 
it is trne—warned against his own indiscretion—told how fatally 
his own language tends to prejudice his case, and suchlike; but 
he may go on, in spite of all this, to denounce the witnesses, 
defaine their character, insult the Crown prosecutor, and inveigh 
against the very laws themselves, and the judges who administer 
them —Corneius O Dowd in Blackwood’s Magazine for 
Vebruary. 

Loup Wesetrcny.—lIt is stated that Lord Westbury, who has 
been all the winter abroad, has just purchased for £40,000 a large 
estate in Tuscany, formerly the property of one of the leading 
nobles of Florence. It is described as containing an immense 
range of shooting, much fine wood, and 4 residence well suited 
16 the tastes of its new possessor, 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK, 
Last Quotation, March 8, 1866, 
[From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted.) 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 

3 Cent, Consols, 863 Annuities, April, ’85 
Ditto for Account, Mar. 8—87} Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 — 
3 per Cent. Reduced, 84% Ex Bills, £1000, 3 per Ct. 3 dis 
New 3 per Cent., 854 Ditto, £500, Do, — dis 
Do. 34 per Cent., Jan, 794 — Ditto, £100 & £200, Do. — dis 
Do. 2g per Cent., Jan. ’94 — Bank of England Stock, 54 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. °73 — Ct. (last year) 251 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — Ditto for Account, — 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


India Stock, 10$p Ct. Apr. ’74 — Ind. Enf. Pr., 5p C., Jan. °72 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto, 54 per Cent., May, ’79 
Ditto 5 per Cent., July, ’70, 102$ | Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 


Ditto for Account, — April, 64 — 
( Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. °66, — 


Ditto 4 per Cent., Oct. ’88 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct.,£1000, — pm 





































































Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4perCent.— | Ditto, ditto, under £1000, — pm 
RAILWAY STOCK. 
Shares. Railways. 
Stock | Bristol and Exeter .......csseeees 
Stock | Caledonian 
Stock | Glasgow and South-Western ...... 
Stock | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ... 100 
Stock Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 ..,......| 100 7 
Stock | Great Northern 100 1248 xd, 
Stock Do., A Stock* 100 1404 xd, 
Stock | Great Southern and Western of Ireland} 100 90 
Stock | Great Western— Original .............+. eaves 100 593 
Stock | Do., West Midland—Oxford... seeve] 100 41 
Stock Do., dO.—NEWPOFt ..ssceceesrereereereeerenes 100 38 
Stock} Do.,do.—Hereford .... 104 
Stock | Lancashire and Yorkshire 119$ xd, 
Stock | London and Blackwall ...........++++ 89 xd, 
Stock | London, Brighton, and South Coas 98 
Stock | London, Chatham, and Dover...... 38 
Stock | London and North-Western...... 100 1213 xd 
Stock | London and South-Western ... «| 100 93 xd 
Stock | Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln......... 100 si 
Stock | Metropolitan 100 1 
10 Do., New £4:10 2% pm 
Stock | Midland 100 | 93h xa, 
Stock} Do., Birmingham and Derby ............ 100 94 xd, 
Stock | North British 100 62 
Stock | North London .........sseeee-ereee es ” xd. 
77 
150 
53 xd. 
76 
143 xd, 
10 ve 3 mxd 
Stock | Vale of Neath 100 104 
Stock | West Cornwall 100 53 

















* A reecives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 





Money MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE. 

No alteration was made in the rate of discount by the Bank 
directors at their weekly court on Thursday ; nor, indeed, was 
any alteration expected, so gloomy has been the general course of 
monetary events during the week. There has been an increase 
of bullion in both departments during the week of £83,930; but 
this amount was too inconsiderable to affect the course of the 
money-market much, especially as the applications for discount 
during the week have been on a very full scale, and the private 
establishments have restricted their transactions within the most 
moderate limits. 

The Board of Trade returns for January exhibit the unpre- 
cedented increase of 37 per cent. in the declared value of our ex- 
ports in comparison with the corresponding month of the last two 
years. This tendency of our exports to increase is calculated, 
as long as it continues, to keep the rate of interest high. But 
there is this difference—between a high rate of discount caused 
by the legitimate demands of trade, and a high rate caused by 
excessive speculations on joint-stock bubblee—that, in the former 
case, the high profits which beget the demands for discounts, 
will enable borrowers to pay for them oven at a high rate, while, 
in times of speculation, a panic and crisis is only a question of 
time. The New York accounts by the present mail also state 
that the imports in that port during 1865 have been the largest 
on record, except those in 1857, 1859, and 1860. It is evidently 
the American trade that is the main cause of tho recent progress 
of our own. o 

The funds continue weak, and Consols for delivery Sualty stood 
on Thursday at 86%. ‘The settlement took place on that day but 
mea off quietly, the market being almost solely affected by the 
difficulties of the Joint-Stock Discount Company. The 6 
of this company, with £10 paid, were on ‘Thursday offered for 
nothing, and even with a bonus of 10s. to £1, holders being 
anxious to escape the inconvenience of calls, although it is not 
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po Aa a £800,000 capital already paid has been more than 
lost. 

Foreign securities have experienced a further average fall of }. 
The few variations in the share market have also been generally 
adverse. ’ 

A select committee of the House of Lords, in 1864, reported on 
the expediency of establishing a public register of railway de- 
bentures, and a select committee of the House of Commons, in 
the same session, reported on the advisability of permitting rail- 
way companies to run steamers when and where they pleased. 
No legislation has been since brought to bear on those 

uestions, and, in reply to a question from Lord Belmore, 
rd Russell has intimated that the Government do not intend 
taking the initiative in this matter. Yet we think it is not un- 
likely that, owing to the excessive issues of debentures by the 
Great Eastern directors, Lord Belmore will introduce this session 
a bill on the matter somewhat similar to that which he succeded 
in carrying through the House of Lords last year. 








SomE PEOPLE ARE HARD TO PLEASE.—The governor of the 
county gaol (Mr. Rose), has received a further respite of the 
notorious culprit Charlotte Winsor, to May 14. She has been 
cautioned against entertaining any hope that her life will be 

in the event of the next decision of the Court of Error 
being adverse to her. On hearing of the further respite she 
expressed indignation at the “ law’s delay.” — Western Times. 


Tue Rerorm Bii.i.—It is announced that the ministerial Re- 
form Bill will be introd uced into the House of Commons of Mon- 
day next, the 12th inst. 

COMPENSATION FoR RAtLway AccrIpENTS.—The Metro- 
politan Railway Company have presented to Parliament a bili 
asking for additional powers, and containing a clause limiting 
the company’s liability for injury by accident on the railway to 
cases in which notice of the claim is given to the company within 
twomonths. The Board of Trade suggest that if such an al- 
teration of the law be made, it would be more convenient that it 
should be by a general bill than by special Acts of railway com- 
panies creating exceptional immunities in their favour. One or 
two companies are also applying this session for bills which if 
passed as — will create an exception in their favour in 
regard to liability to make compensation for injuries to third- 
class passengers. The liability io been limited to £100 in re- 
lation to passengers by certain morning and evening trains which 
various companiés are compelled to run at extremely low fares 
for the accommodation of the working classes ; one company now 
desires to have this limited liability to third-class passengers 
applied to all its parliamentary trains. We trust that the sense 
ot Parliament will effectually put a stop to all such attempts, the 
liability of companies to the public is far too much limited 
poste and an Act of Parliament to prevent them from imposing 
special contracts on their customers, is far more needed than any 
extension of their irresponsibility. 

INTERNATIONAL Copyricut.—A petition to Congress that 
it should try and agree with Great Britain on a copyright law is 
in circulation in America, and has already obtained the signa- 
tures of the leading authors, and of several leading publishers. 
It is thought that the present Congress will adopt the measure. 
The Hon, Charles Sumner is friendly to it. 

Mr. W. M. Evarts, who was during the American war em- 
ployed by the Federal Government on confidential legal business 
m England, has been intrusted with the prosecution of Jefferson 
Davis. His fee is to be 100,000 dols. 


ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT GARRAWAY’S. 
March 6.—By Mr, W. Moxon, 

Leasehold residence, being No. 21, Prospect-place, Wandsworth-road, 
with coach-house and stable ; term, 37 years unexpired, at £6 15s. 
per annum —Sold for £450. 

Leasehold, 2 residences, being Nos. 1 and 2, Taymouth-villas, Am- 
hurst-road, Hackney Downs, producing £142 per anuum ; term, 92 
years unexpired at £16 10s, per annum—Sold for £1,780, 


AT THE GUILDHALL HOTEL. 
March }.—By Mr. Maxsa. 

Absolute reversion to a moiety of £3.100 sterling, divisible on the 
death of a lady aged 58 years—Sold for £650. 

Policy of assurance for £5,000, effected with the Legal and General 
Life Assurance Society, on the life of a gentleman aged 52 years— 
Sold for £1,300. 

Policy of assurance for £3,000, effected with the Law Life Assurance 
Society on the life of the above gentleman—Sold for £1,250. 

Leasehold improved rental of £21 per annum, arising out of a resi- 
dence, No. 157, Gower-street, let at £55 per annum; term, 82} years 
from 1822, at £35 per annum- Sold for £186, 

Policy of assurance for £500, effected with the Scottish Union Insur- 
fac Company on tho life of a gentleman aged 66 years—Sold for 








Life interest of a gentleman aged 33 yoars in tho dividends arising 
from £1,031 28. Gd. Reduced Three per Cont, Annuities; also a 
policy for £200, effected with the Law Union Assurance Company 
on the same life—Sold for £270. 

Life vt of a lady aged 49 years in £25 5s, 4d, per annum-—Sold 
for i 








Forty £10 shares in the Aerated Bread Com pany—Sold for £4 12s, 6d, 
to £4 15s. per share. 

—— shares in the Aerated Bread Company—Sold for £4 15s. 
per e. 

Policy of assurance for £500, effected with the British Equitable 
Assurance Company, on the life of a gentleman aged 37 years— 
Sold for £20. 

Policy of assurance for £1,000, effected with the United Kent As- 
— Company, on the life of agentleman aged 63 years—Sold 
‘or " 

Leasehold, 2 residences, being Nos. 1 and 2, Tollington-place, 
Hornsey-road. producing £155 per annum; term, 69 years unex- 
pired at £28 per annum—Sold for £1,320. 

Leasehold rental of £55 per annum, arising out of 2 houses and shops, 
Nos. 5 and 6, Park-side, Knightsbridge, let at £185 per annum; 
term, 519 years unexpired at £130 per annum—Sold for £450. 

March 6.—By Messrs. Depennam, Tewson, & FarMER, 

Lease for about 18 years of those premises being No. 16, Oid Change, 
also premises adjoining—Sold for £1,200. 

Leasehold premises, being No. 45, Cheapside, and 2, Bread-street ; 
term, 21 years from 1897, at £1,128 3s, 10d. per annum—Sold for 
£2,706. 

Leasehold house, being No. 15, West-square, St. George’s-road, South- 
= term, 153 years unexpired, at £10 10s. per annum—Sold for 

250, 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTH. 

RUSSELL—On March 3, at Montague-place, Russell-square, the wife 

of Charles Russell, Esq., Barristzr-at-Law, of a son. 
MARRIAGE. 

ATKINSON—PORTER—On March 6, at St. Olaves, York, John Frede- 
rick Henry Atkinson, Esq., of Liverpool, to Louisa, third daughter 
of the late Henry John Porter, Esq., formerly of Monte Video. 

DEATHS. 

BROWN—On Feb 27, R. L. Brown, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, aged 74. 

CAMPBELL—On March 2, at York-place, Portman-square, J. Camp- 
bell, Esq., Q.C., one of the Benchers of the Hon. Society of Lincoln’s 
inn. 

CRIGHTON—On Feb. 28, at Neweastle-on-Tyne, W. Crighton, Esq., 
Solicitor. 

HOOPER—On Feb. 21, at Brighton, Julia B., aged 27, and on Feb. 26 
Alexander G., aged 11 months, the wife and child of G. H. Hooper, 
Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 

JEHU—On March 6, at Elizabeth-terrace, Islington, R. J. Jehu, son of 
R. Jehu, Esq., Solicitor, aged 18. 

MAUNSELL—On March 2, at Rockmount, Dublin, Emily apna aged 


29, the wife of John Maunsell, Esq., and daughter of J. * 
Esq., Q.C., LL.D. 

PHILLIPS—0On Feb, 22,at Drayton-terrace, Old Brompton, R. Phillips, 
Esq., Barrister-at-Law, 72. 


RICHARDSON—On Jan. 12, at Swatow, China, John W. Richardson, 
Esq., son of the late T. Richardson, Esq., W.S., Edinburgh. 

THORNTON—On Feb. 14, at Hastings, Margaret, wife of Richard N. 
Thornton, Esq., of the Middle Temple. 


UNCLAIMED STOCK IN THE BANK OF ENGLAND. 


The amount of Stock heretofore standing in the following Names will be 
transferred to the Parties claiming the same, unless other Claimants appear 
within Three Months: — 

Poort, Ropert, Esq., Dublin, Ireland, £429 6s. 4d. Consolidated 

Three per Cent. Annuities.—Claimed by Robert Poore. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Uinding-up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Fripay, March 2, 1866. 
Liaitgp in CHancerY. 

Universal Bank (Limited).—Petition for winding up, presented Feb 
24, to be heard betore the Master of the Rolls on March 10. Day, 
Coleman-st, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Humber Iron Works and Ship building Company (Limited),—Petition 
for winding-up, presented Feb 27, to be heard before the Master of 
the Rolls on March 10. Thomas & Hollams, Mincing-lane, solicitors 
for the petitioners. 

National Horse Insurance Company (Limited).—Petition for winding 
up, presented Feb 7, to be heard before the Master of the Rolls on 
March 10. Perrin, New-inn, Strand, solicitor for the petitioner, 

Anglesea Colliery Company (Limited),— Petition for winding up. pre- 
sented Feb 27, to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Wood on March 
10, Bell, Abchurch-lane, solicitor for the petitioners. 

Kilgetty Silica Company (Limited),—Order to wind up made by Vice- 
Chancellor Kindersley Feb 23. Purrier, solicitor for the petitioners, 

London Biscuit Company (Limited),—Order by Vice-Chancellor Kin- 
dersley, dated Feb 23, that the voluntary winding-up of this com- 

any be continued. Beaumont & Co, Lincoln’s-inn solicitors 
or the petitioners, 

St George's Brewery Company, Kidderminster (Limited),—The 
Master of the Rolls has, by an order dated Feb 16, appointed Wm 
Woodley Mason, King William-st, Official Liquidator, Credit 
are required, on or before April 4, to send their names and ad- 
dresses and the particulars of their debts or claims. Tuesday, Aone 
17 at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 
and claims, 





Tvespay, March 6, 1865, 
Liutrep rm CHaNncerr, 

British and Foreign Granite Moar ag 4 (Limited),— Order to wind up, 
made by Vice-Chancellor Wood, Feb 24, Matthews & Greetham, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields, solicitors for the petitioner, 

British and Foreign Mining Financial Association (Limited).— Order 
to wind up, made by Viee-Chancellor Kindersley Feb 23, Batten, 
Gt George-st, Westminster, solicitor for the petitioners. 
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West Bank Iron Company (Limited).—Petition for winding-up, pre- 
sented March 1, to be heard before the Master of the Rolls on M ane 
17. Gregory & Rowcliffes, agents for Duncan & Co, Liverpool, 
solicitors for the petitioner. 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
my Hotel Company of Great Yarmouth.—Order to wind up, made 
the Master of the Rolls Feb 24. Wilson & Co, Copthall-busidings, 
solicitors for the petitioners. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Frrpay, March 2, 1866, 
— Jane, Ipswich, Suffolk, Widow. March 29. Miller v Gower, 


omen ¥ Wm, Canterbury, Kent. March 26. Cumming v Cum- 
Evans, Sin ie, Golder’s-hill, Hampstead, March 19. D’Adhemar 


e Bertrand, 
Jaskecn, Martha, St Saviour, Surrey, Widow. March 28. Jackson v 
Henderson, M. R. 
Medlicott, Eliz, reas Salop, Spinster. March 31. Mullock v 
Matthews, V. C, Stua 
Penny, Thos, Esq, lll Somerset. April2. Bickley » Penny, 


M. 
— Caroline, York, Widow. April 9. Leefe v Leefe, V. C. 


——. Thos, St Buryan, Cornwall, Yeoman. March 24. Rowe v 

‘onkin, 

Wilson, Wm, Enfield, Middx, Gent. March 31. Woodhouse v Wood- 
house, V. C. Stuart. 

TvueEspay, March 6, 1866. 

Lloyd, Geo. Gt Guildford-st, Southwark, Engineer. March 26. Davis 
» Lloyd, V. C, Kindersley. 

Lloyd, Seo, Gt Guildford-st, Southwark, Engineer. March 20. Davis 
v Lloyd, V. C. Kindersley. 

— - Wm, Myddelton-sq, Gent. April 3. Berggren wv Priddle, 


Martin, John, 1. 2 pl, Victoria-rd, Kensington, Esq. April 14. 


Martin v Cugny, V. C. Stuart. 

Mauliins, John, Brighton, March 29. Dearle v Hinchliff, M. R. 

Smith, John, East Grins , Sussex, Auctioneer. March 29. Lang- 
ford v Mills, M. R. 

— Caroline, Bootham, nr York, Widow. April9. Leefe v 
Lee! 

a Waltonhurst, Stafford. March 28, Lycett v Bishop, 


Wood, vey % negated Lincoln, Widow. March 26. Wallis» 
Simpson, M 
Creditors unDer 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fray, March 2, 1866. 
Aceon. Beat, Eversholt, Bedford, Gent. May 10. T. W. & J. Pearse, 


ford. 
Brown, Sarah, Gravesend, Kent, Widow. May 1. Broughton, Fins- 


bury-sq. 
oo — Wickham St Paul, Essex, Carpenter. March 31. Arden, 
stead. 
Coates, Martha, Leominster, Hereford, Widow. May 1. Lloyd, Leo- 


mister. 

Doherty, Thos, Richmond, York, Glass Dealer. April 30. J. W.&C. 
Hunton, Richmon 

Edwards, Benj ions Hilperton, Wilts, Gent. April14. Clark & Col- 
lins, Trowbridge. 

Elwes, Geo Cary, Cadogan-pl, Middx, Esq. Junel. Watkins & Co, 
Sackville-st 

Farrance, Hy, Kensington-gardens-sq, Hyde-park, Esq. March 27. 
Robinson Hayeock, Charterhouse-sq. 

Ferguson, Chas, Holland-villas-rd, Kensington, Surgeon. April 14. 
Bailey, Tokenhouse-yd. 

Ferguson, Arthur Forster, Pembridge-gardens, Bayswater. April 14. 
Bailey, Tokenhouse-yd. 

Fouracre, Hannah, Gloucester, out of business. April 10. Bonner, 
Gloucester. 


Heaven, Cam Gyde, Bristol,Gent. March i9. Heaven, Bristol. 

Hoath, Jas, Lewisham, Kent, Miller, Aprill4. Edwards, Lewisham, 

Hodgkinson, Thos, Burton-crescent, Euston-rd, Gent. April 16, 
Fraser & May, Dean-st, Soho 

Jacobs, Wm, Clarges-st, Mayfair, Gent. Aprill4. Godwin & Pickett, 
King’s Bench-walk, Temple. 

Johnson, Chas, Dewsbury, York, Innkeeper. May 1. Ibberson, 
Dewsbury. 

Knight, Ann, Sloane-st, Widow. ~~ 31. Kays, New-inn, Strand. 

6, Richd, Esq, Oatlands-park, Surrey. May |. Johnston & 

Jackson, ~ eg -lane. 

McClare, Andrew, sy Surgeon R.N. April 2, Holmer & Co, Philpot- 
lane, Fenchurch-s' 

Morrish, Jas, Esq, Elierslie, Clapham-park. May 1. Reed & Phelps, 
Gresham-st. 

Parkes, Joseph, Brierley-hill. Stafford, Grocer. Feb 1. Sandy, Dudley, 

Pope, Roof, Leamington, Warwick, Gent. June 2. Scarborough, 


Bioomsbury-sq. 
Shate, Hy, Castie Carey, Somerset. April28. Bush & Rey, Bristol. 
Williamson, Geo, sen, Invernry, Aberdeen, May 1. Cowdell & Grundy, 
Abchurch- lane. 
Tvurspay, March 6, 1866. 
ones, - ae Belgrave-st South, Pimlico, Builder. June 24. Roberts, 
hitehal 
Bradly, Geo Goo dee, § Sydenham, Kent, Wine Merchant. April2. Harri- 
sons, W 
Bull, Jas, jun, yo York,Gent. Aprill. Humble, Bradford. 
Crouch, Abraham W ing, Eeq, Woburn, Bedford, May 1. Gawthrop, 
-bnildings, wae ‘é-ipn. 
Glase, as Worton, Wilts, Cornfactor, March 29. Meck & Co, 





Hulls, Mary, Chipping Campden, Gloucester, Widow. June 1. me: 
dall & Son, Bourton-on-the-Water. 
ao John, Maidenhead, Berks, Carrier. May 1. Brown, Maiden. 


haat, Rev Richd, Kingsbridge, Devon, Clerk. May 2. Elworthy & 
Co, Plymouth. 

Naylor, Leeds Mason, Esq, Enfield, Middx. Aprilll. Venning & Co, 
Tokenhouse-yard, ° 

= Joseph, Brierley-hill, Stafford, Grocer. Feb 1. Tandy, Dud. 


Powell, Saml, Birm, Manufacturing Jeweller. May 1. eo Birm, 

Rennison. Matthew, Wetwang, York, Yeoman. April 6. Hodgson, 
Gt Driffield. 

Smith, Harriet, Smethwick, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. April 30, 
Docker, Smethwick. 

Timperon, Susanne Louise, Richmond, Surrey, Widow. April 19, 
Pattison & Wigg, Lombard-st. 

Watterworth, Robt, York, Cab Proprietor. April 1. Seymours & 
Blyth, Lendall, York, 

Waugh, ae Little Eastcheap, Cornfactor. May 5. Fisher, Thread- 


needle 
Wheatley, ‘liz, Wyke Regis, Dorset, Spinster. April 10. Oliverson 


Assiquments for Benelit of Creditors. 
Fripay, March 2, 1866, 
Thompson, Thos, Atherstone, Warwick, Confectioner. Feb 10, 
Baxter, Atherstone. 
ToespayY, March 6, 1865. 
Webb, John Julians, Halesworth, Suffolk, Agricultural Implement 
Agent. Feb12. Read, Halesworth, 


Deeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861, 
FrrpaY, March 2, 1866. 
ag me a Gay Thos, Upcerne, Dorset, Yeoman, Feb 3, Asst. Reg 
are, 


Bayley. wm, Milton-rd-villas, Stoke Newington, Goldbeater. Feb 21 
mp. Reg March 1 
— Thos, St Ives, Huntingdon, Farmer. Feb 14. Comp. Reg 


Berry, Géo, Stockport, Chester, Shuttle Maker, Feb 20. Comp. Reg 
2 


re! 
— 7 9 Guilsfield, Montgomery, Shopkeeper, Feb 7. Asst, 
g Feb 
Mh. Lhe -™ & Myrthil Brunswick, Newman-st, Oxford-st, 
Cabinet Makers, Feb5. Comp. Reg March 1. 
Burton, Edwd, Walsall, Stafford, Saddler Feb 1. Asst. Reg Feb 27. 
Churchman, Geo, Bristol-pl, Maida-hill West, Cheesemonger. Feb 8, 
Comp. Reg March 1. 
oe: ane Broad.st, Bloomsbury, Hatter. Feb 25. Comp. Re, 
arch 1. 
ar wae Hankinson, Halton, Chester, Joiner. Feb 14. Comp. 
carter, ey Ashmore, Ellesmere, Salop, Solicitor, Feb 1, Asst. 
g Feb 
Dean, John, Leeds, York, Grocer, Feb5, Asst. Reg Feb 28. 
Dowel, Benj Willet, Hammersmith, Middx, Contractor. Feb 28, Asst, 
Reg March 2. 
Dunlop, Alex, Yeovil, Somerset, Draper. Feb?, Asst. Reg Feb 26. 
Dunlop, Robt, Yeovil, Somerset, Draper. Feb2. Asst. Reg Feb 26. 
Friskney, John, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Dealer in Toys. Feb 16, 
Asst. Reg Feb 28. 
Fullwood, Benj, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Glass Dealer. Feb 5. Asst, 
Reg March |. 
Gooderson, Matthew, Coes-7, Commercial-rd East, Flour Dealer 
Feb 5. Comp. Reg March 
Green, Wm Dunford, Lacan, Bermondsey, Pork Butcher. Feb 9. 
Comp. Reg Feb 28, 
ee Aston-juxta- Birmingham, Retail Brewer. Jan 30. Comp. 
Reg Fel 
Hillier, John, Birm, Furniture Dealer. Feb 5. Comp. Reg March 1. 
Hill, Thos, Kerfield-ter, Camberwell, Tin Plate Worker. Feb 24. 
Comp. Reg Feb 27. 
a Jas, Gravesend, Kent, Upholsterer. Feb 13. Asst. Reg 
e' 
Hogg, Thos Birkett, Birm, Boot Maker, Feb 24. Comp. Reg Feb 28. 
Jacklin, Geo Bower, Twickenham, Middx, Builder. Feb 19, Comp. 
teg March 2. 
eee aety, Portsea, Southampton, Clothier. Feb 1, Asst. Reg 


Kinsman, Hy, Bristol, Managing Clerk to aSolicitcr. Feb 27. Comp. 
Reg March 

Kirrage, Wm, Gardiner’ s-rd, Victoria-park, Contractor. Feb 5. In- 
spectorship, Reg March 2, 

Lacey, Chas, Gt Missenden, Buckingham, Builder. Feb 10. Asst. 
Reg March |. 

ys voor Jas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Grocer. Feb 19. Asst. Reg 

arch |, 

Lawrance, Edwin, Openshaw, nr Manch, Grocer. Feb 15. Comp. 
Reg March |, 

Lenzi, Joseph, Old Compton-st, Soho, Confectioner. Feb 22. Comp 
Reg March }. 

Littler, Wm, Alvanley, Chester. Jan 30. Asst. Reg Feb 27. 

eter se Margaret, Lantrissant, Glamorgan, Grocer. Jan 29, Asst. 
Reg Feb 2 

Pillinger, jell Britton, ——— — Westminster, Trunk Maker 
Feb 27, Comp. Reg Mar 

— John, Guil ford, Surrey, Draper. Jan 31, Asst. Reg 


27 
Rose, Wm, Sydenham, Kent, Baker. Feb19. Comp. Reg Feb 28. 
shospington. Wm, & John Cole, Westminster-bridge-rd, Builders. 
12, Inspectorship. Reg Feb 27. 
—_, Neale, Doddinghurst, Essex, Tailor. Feb 1. Comp. Reg 


hi, 
shuftisbotham, Eliz puewies, Macclesfield, Chester, Widow. Feb 24, 
Comp. Reg March | 
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Stones, leg) Smethwick, Stafford, Iron Master. Jan 3. Comp. 
Marc 


inter, Sh Stephen, Cla Casenten-re. Notting-hill, Photographer. Feb 
12, Asst. 

Thompson 1 a jr Al Warwick, Confectioner. Feb 10. Asst. 
Reg Mar 

T Hy "Field, St Andrew’s-hill, Doctors’-commons, Licensed 
Victualler. Feb 26, Comp. Reg Feb 27. 

Take. Fredk Walker, Norwich, Lineadraper. Feb 22. Comp. Reg 


uae, Thos Geo, & Wm Hy Young, Sheerness, Kent, Tailors. Feb 
Reg March 2. 
Werner, Maximilian Werner, Bradford, York, Stuff Merchant. Feb 
15. Asst. Keg March 1. 
ig wet Richd Read, Twickenham, Middx, Schoolmaster. Feb 26. 
Comp. Reg March 1. 
Wright, Geo Edwd, Hampstead-rd, Grocer. Feb 3, Asst. Reg Feb 28. 


Turspay, March 6, 1866. 
Barney, Jas, Smethwick, Stafford,Comm Agent. Feb2l. Asst. Reg 


Beard, rd, Hy, Gt Marlow, Bucks, Photographist. March2. Comp. Reg 


Deming ci, came Sheerness, Kent, Pork Butcher. Feb 28. Asst. 

ig 

Blyth, Thos Jones, Alma-ter, Mile-end, Public House Broker. Feb 27. 
Comp. Reg March 6. 

Dieriey, — » Leicester, Lambs Wool Spinner. March 1. Comp. 
g Marc! 

Brooking, Wm Sumpter, Sheldon-st, Paddington, Dealer in Berlin 
Wool. March1. Comp. Reg March 5. 

Brown, Thos, Manch, Cabinet Maker. Feb 22, Comp. Reg March 5. 

Bullen, Benj, St Mary Magdalen, Norfolk, Organ Builder. Feb 7. 
Asst. my | March 3. 

Burr, Wm, & Geo Wilshaw, King ey Newgate-st, Leather 
Merchants. Feb 12. Comp. Reg March 

Cole, Geo, Leeds, Milliner. Feb 5. Comp. ;= Marc! 

Cross, Josiah Thom ~~ Newton Abbot, Devon, Tallon. March 1. 
Comp. Reg Marc 

Davis, John Anstey, Gt Guildford-st, Southwark, Marble Chimney 
Piece Manufacturer. Feb 26. Comp. Reg March 5. 

Davies, John, & Edwd Seats. Kingston, Hereford, General Smiths. 
Feb 7. Asst, Reg Marc 

i. —~ Boxmoor, Hertford, Plumber. Feb 16. Comp. Reg 
arc! 

i, — Broughton Astley, Leicester, Miller. Feb 9. Asst. 

Fisher, Thos, Plaistow, Essex, Builder. Feb 26. Comp. Reg March 3. 

— Pv saaes Jun, Hereford, Innkeeper. Feb 3. Asst. Reg 


— 5 Hy, Cirencester, Gloucester, Tailor. Feb 10. Comp. Reg 
= Win John, Brentwood, Essex, Draper. March 5. Comp. Reg 
March 
cigs, Wm Hy Hy, Sate Bedford, Chemist and Druggist. Feb 26. 
cugerai, Anton, Untenet, Broad-st, Comm Agent. March 5. Comp. 
Reg March 6 
— John, Ludlow, Salop, Innkeeper. Feb 15. Asst. Reg 
Heath, Edwin, suowentit ‘Southampton, Licensed Victualler. March 1, 
Asst. Reg March 
.~s bog Clarke, Kingston-upon-Hull, Tailor. Feb 17. Comp. 
arc! 
Hurst, Ambrose Maude, Buckingham-st, Kingsland, Comm Agent. 
March 2. Asst. Reg March 5 
wee bee Hy, peneee, Haymarket, Boot Maker. Feb 7. Comp. 
Hyde, “y= Chelsea, Middx, Boot and Shoe Maker. Feb 6. Comp. 
Johnfou, das Jas, pomntntiieh, Fancy Warehouseman. March2. Comp. 
2g M 
Kelner, og | Licensed Victualler. Feb 5. Inspectorship. 
Kilburn, aon Edwd, Tooley-st, Surgeon. March 1. Comp. Reg 
—o Hannah Carter, Gateshead, Durham, Draper. Feb 6. Asst. 
lanterns Daniel, Llanaelhaiarn, Caernarvon, Engineer. Feb 28. 
Comp. March 2. 
Lawford, 7 Alf, Fore-st, Limehouse, Mast and Block Maker. 
March 8. Comp. Reg March 6 
lame, Jas ne, Salford, Lancaster, Caddler, Feb 7. Asst. 


levy, Ale. eieeon, Merchant. Feb6. Comp. R ba deg 


Lister, John, Harewood, York, Farmer. Feb 12. sst. March 3.- 


Lowo, Wm, Emest-at, Regent’s-park, Cab Propelster. arch 3. 
Mathew, Geo Felton, Skinner-st, Tailor. Feb 22. Comp, Reg 


=— n, Joseph, Arthur-st West, Hemp Merchant. Jan 31. Comp. 
Pin dg Thos, Halifax, York, Wool Extractor, Feb 8. Comp. 
Pac, John, Globe-yard, South Molton-st, Gun Maker. Feb 28. 
Rettig, Emil Uhas a Fredk, Lewisham, Kent, Banker’s Clerk. Feb 19. 


Biche Bao Et cme hy “& Eliz Harrison Burling, Manch, Milliners. 
Feb 16. Asst. Reg | March 5. 
» Thos David, Lower Marsh, Lambeth, Cheesemonger, March 
Asst. Reg March 6. 
Skin, Wm, Beverley, York, Butcher. Feb 14. Asst. Reg March 3. 
Smith, Robt, isame ter-sq, Bayswater, Surgeon. March 5. Comp. 


hy Linco Hosier. Feb 21, Asst. Reg March 5. 


y, John ™m™, coln, 0, 
A ’ juperinten' lent of Police. 





ae as Lambert, iste me + yypperaapae Railway 1 Waseen Maker. Feb 
Tucker, rdoseply Walsall, Stafford, Builder. Feb 5. Comp. Reg 


Thompson, Wm, he Sabon Robertson, Colchester, Slate Merchants. 
Sst. 
Westlake, Wm, Gosport, , an Ironmonger. Feb 3. Asst. 


Mi 
widdison, Wm, Eckington, Derby, Butcher, March 1. Comp. Reg 
arc! 
Williams, Saml, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset, Painter. Feb 3. 
Wilson, Thos Barns, Mancott, nr Hawarden, Flint, Comm Agent. Feb 
15. Asst. Reg March 6 
Winckworth, Hy, Hoxton, Wholesale Milliner. Feb 2. Comp. Reg 


March 2, 
Bankrupts. 
Fripay, March 2, 1866. 
To Surrender in London. 
Bakewell, Chas Siddall, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Feb 27. 
March 14 at 12, Le Blanc & Co, New Bridge-st, Blackfriars. 
— David, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj Feb 19. March 12 


Blackwell, Alfred Chas, York-pl, Barnsbury, oe ~ ang Pet Feb 28, 
March 14 at 12. Layton, jun, Church-row, Is) 

sy > Crumpler, Prisoner for Debt, toni Adj Feb 21. March 
21 at 

Bray, John, Newton-st, High Holborn, Chandler’s-shop Keeper. Pet 
Feb 22. "March 12 at 11. Cattell, ford-row. 

Brooks, John, Hornsey-rd, Holloway, out of business. Pet Feb 26. 
March 21 at 11. Olive, Portsmouth-st, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Camp, Edwd, Middle-st,” Shacklewell, Cab Driver. Pet Feb 28. March 
21 at 1. Munday, Essex-st, Strand. 

Clarke, Fredk Jeremiah, Rectory-grove, Clapham, Timber Merchant. 
Pet Feb 28. March 20at ll. Bickley, King William-st. 

Cole, Jas Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Feb 19. March 12 


at 2. 

P=! ae , John Kelly, Maiden-lane, Covent-garden, Reporter. Pet 
Feb 28. ~ March 21 at 2. wt! Bow-st, Covent-garden. 

Cox, Edwd Jas, Harrow-rd, Paddington, out of business. Pet Feb 27. 
March |3 at 2. Peverley, ’ Coleman-st. 

D’Andria, John, Arundel- “pl, Coventry-st, poxnmre hn Victualler. Pet 
Feb 24. March i2at}. Miller & Stubbs, Philpo: 

er elaamatee Prisoner for Debt, London. Mai Web 19. March 


De oh. Buenaventura, Mincing-lane, Comm Agent. Pet Feb 28. 
March l4at1. Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry-cham 

Duncombe, Thos Hy, gg ee oagl Pad ngton, Lieutenant. Pet 
Feb 27. March 14 at 12. Chorley, Moorgate-st 

— Thos, Prisoner for Debt, London. ‘Adj. Feb 21, March 21 
at 


Evans, M Ann, U Berkeley-st, Portman- Milliner. Pet 
Feb 26. *varch 1 hd table Edwards, Bish 1 ush-lane, (tery 
Fordom, Eden, Cal py Ben Meee Ry Butcher. Pet Feb 28. 


March 14 at 12. oo Lincoln 's-inn-fields. 

Gray, John Robt, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Feb 24 (for pan). 
March 12 at 1. Dobie, Guildhall-chambers. 

Gutteridge, Mancell, Wood-st South, King-sq, Watchmaker. Pet Feb 
26. Mare h 13 at 12. Munday, Essex-st, trand. 

aged os. M Mayleston, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Feb 19. 
Marc at 

Hards, Jas, | + for Debt, London. a Feb 21. March 21 at 1. 

Hearn, Moses, Bridge-st Bermondsey, Leat' Dresser. Pet Feb 28. 
March 20 at 11. Munda: , Essex-st, Strand. 

Johnson, John, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Feb 19, March 12 at 2. 

Joseph, Edwd, Aldersgate-st, Jeweller. Pet Feb 24. March 14at 11, 
Sydney & Son, Finsbury-circus. 

Kitchener, Jas, North-bank, Limehouse, Sighhahien. Pet Feb 26, 
March 13 at 2. Wood & Ring, Basinghall-st. 

Lay, John, Prince of Wales-avenue, Haverstock-hill, ‘Licensed 
Victualler. Pet Feb 27. March 2i at 12. Allen, Chancery-lane. 

Levy, Saml, St James-pl, Aldgate, Cigar Deane. Pet Feb 26. March 
i4at il. Layton, jun, Church-row, Isli 

Lishawa, Nicholas, Bow-rd, Mile-end, Trosmongeé’s Shopman. Pet 
Feb 27 (for pau). March 20 at 11. Goatley, Bow-st, Covent- 

bane John Wellin a ee NY gree -st, heen Pet Feb 10. 
March 20 at 11. Davidson & Co, Basin: hall-s 

Mitchell, Wm, Well-st, Poplar, Baker. Pet Feb "36. March 14 at 11, 

Hall, Goleman-st. 
Mussett, Hy, Prisoner for snack London. Adj Feb 19. March 12 atl. 
P ong he > apa aa are x, Draper. Pet Feb 26. March 2! at11. 
us, Chea) 

Stephen, Richd, P poets’ corner, Westminster, Secretary to a Railway 
Company. Pet Feb 28. March !4at1l. Hand, Coleman-st 

St. Pier, John, Barking, Essex, Jobber. Pet Feb 27. March 21 at 12. 
Duffield & Bruty, T cenhouse-yard. 

Strudwick, Geo, Arundel-ter, Notting-hill, Coffee-house Keeper. Pet 
Feb 27. March 14 at 12. Hicks, , Moorgate-st. 

Swift, Wm Alfred, Hendon, Middx, General Agent. Pet Feb 24. 
Merch 13 at!. Chorley, Moorgate-st. 

Trim, Thos John, Friday-st, Commercial Traveller. Pet Feb 26. 
March 21 at 12. Breden. London-st. 

Twigg, Thos, Sheerness, Kent, Government Contractor. Pet Feb 27. 
March |4 at 12. Nichols & Clark, Cook’s-court, Lincoln’s-inn. 

— Joseph, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj Feb ?9. March 13 


Weedioan, John, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Feb 19. March 12 


atl 

Wheeler, Cissy Maria, Kensington-park-gardens, Bayswater, Widow. 
Pet Feb 3. March 13 at 12. Gammon, Cloak-lane. , 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Abbis, Wm, Bedford, Beershop Keeper. Pet Feb 27. Bedford, March 
15 at 12. Jessop PP. Bedford. 

Appleyard, Richd, Cleethorpes, Lincoln, My em Pet Feb 24. Gt 

Grimsby, March 9 at 11. Wintringham —_ 

Ashton, John, Lpool, Co! ie Decben, Adj Feb 14 Lpool, 

March 16 at 11. 
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Baldy, John Alfred, Portsea, Sune, | ee Founder. Pet Feb 
24, Portsmouth, March 15 at 11. Ford, P. 
Barnes, Edwd Wm, York, Innkeeper. Pet Feb 2t 37. Leeds, March 15 
at li. Guy. York. 
Booth, wm Hanley, Stafford, Shoemaker. Pet Feb 26. Hanley, 
March 17 at 12, ‘ennant, Hanley. 
Bullock, Jas, Moseley, Worcester, Stafford, Plumber. Pet March 1. 
Birm, March 19 at i2. Southall & Nelson, Birm. 
Cass, Robt, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Mercer. Pet Feb 25. New- 
castle-upon-Tyne, March 14 at 12. Crosby, Stockton-on-Tees. 
Chapman, Saml, Prisoner for Debt, Manch. Adj Feb 13. Ashton- 
borg ae March 15 at 12. 
Clark, Wm, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancaster, Timber Merchant. Pet 
Feb 26. Manch, March 15 at ll. Sale & Co, Manch. 
Clewlow, John, Wolstanton, Stafford, Farmer. Pet Feb 27. New- 
castle-under-Lyme, March 17 at 11. Tennant, Hanley. 
Collins, Jas, Worcester, arene, Pet Feb 27. Birm, March 16 
om Sa sees Beadiord, York 3 k, ker, b 23, Brad 
ven, Jo) @) or Bag Mal Pet Feb 23, Brad- 
ford, March 13 at 10. Hill, prager Be 
Davison, Rev John Robert, Moseley, Worcester, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
Pet March 1. Birm, March 19 at 12. Southall & Nelson, Birm. 
Dennison, Yeoman, Lythe, York, Farmer. Pet Feb 24. Whitby, 
mn | l4atil, Hunter, Whitby. 
Dann, Ji h Hall, Stockton, on Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Feb 
cuiton-tu. Tenn, March 14 at 11. Clemmett, Stockton. 
England, Jas, i Clerk. Pet Feb 27. Lpool, March 14 at 11. 


Evans, David, n=l Carnarvon, Innkeeper. Pet Feb 28. Liver- 
pool, March 16 at 12, Best, Liverpool. 

Frank, William Johnson, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Beerhouse 
Keeper. Mid, Feb 23, Stockton-on-Tees, March 14 at 11. Dobson, 


Come, Ses? e Manch, Grocer. Pet Feb 26. Manch, March 14 at 11. 

m, M 

Hamlett, Saml, Astbury, Chester, Grocer. Pet Feb 27. Lpool, March 
16 at 1. it, Tunstall, 

Haunt, Wm, Stoney Stanton, Leicester, Carrier. Pet Feb 27. Hinckley, 
March 12 at 12, Bramah, Market Bosworth. 

Ingham, Aig > gua Innkeeper, Pet Feb 23. Leeds, March 15 at 11. 


Jacks, John, Madeley, Salop, Spatercanaine, Pet Feb 26. Madeley, 
April ll at 12. Walker, Wellin; 

Jones, Margaret, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Retail Brewer. Pet Feb 
15. Wolverhampton, March 19 at 12. Bartlett, Wolverhampton. 
Judd, Albert Mew, Southsea, Hants, out ned Son -geaas Pet Feb 26. 
Peery end at at ll. Cousins, Po: : 
Kel . 3 r. Pet Feb 20. = ol, March 16 at 1l. 

- Gor Epedl. Drape pool, 


King, Teak, Ne ae ‘Isle of Wight, Licensed Victualler. Pet Feb 
24. Newport, h 4at11. Hooper, Newport. 

Lowe, Edwd, & Fredk Lowe, Southstoke, Somerset, Flock Waste 
— Pet Feb 27. Bath, March 14 at 11. Bartrum, 


catia. John, Ely, Cambridge, Farmer. Pet Feb 24. Ely, March 
15 at 11. Cross, Ely. 
Lunt, Jas, ee Victualler. Pet Feb 24. Lpool, March 16 


mry, Lpool. 
eT gs Jas 4 Bath, Farrier. Pet Feb 23. Bath, March 14 


McGough, john, B Hindley, Lancaster, Factory Overseer, Pet Feb 22. 
Wigan, March 22 at 9. Maybew & Son, Wigan 

Messenger, Wm, Stroud, Gloucester, Butcher- Pet Feb 28, Stroud, 
March 20 at 10. Clutterbuck, Stroud. 

Moore, Chas, aD ger anbury, Chester. Shoemaker. Pet Feb 28. Nant- 

wich, March 19 at 11. Tennant, Hanley. 

Moore, John, Betley, Stafford, Shoemaker. Pet Feb 27. Nev;castle- 
under-Lyme, March 17 at 11. Tennant. 

ae Everton, Bgoel, Grocer. Pet Feb 24, Lpool, March 16 


poo! 

Morton, Geo, Sheffield, Pen Blade Grinder. Pet Feb 28. Sheffield, 
March 15 atl. Binney & Son, Sheffield. 

Nicholson, John, Sneinton, Nottingham,Comm Agent. Pet Feb 27. 
Birm, March 13 at 11. Cowley & Everall, Nottingham. 

Parker, Ann, Leeds, York, Dealer in Ladies’ Under-Clothing. Pet 
Feb 24. Leeds, March 14 at 12. Harle, Leeds. 

Parker, Jas, Market Drayton, Salop, Saddler. Pet Feb 24. Market 
Drayton, March 15 at 11. Rg Market Drayton. 

Parker, Sarah, Leeds, York, Dealer in Ladies’ Under-Clothing. Adj 
Jan 30, poi se March 15 at 12. Harle, Leeds. 

Perrett, Thos Francis, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Brewer’s Traveller. 
Pet Feb 26. Cheltenham, March 13 at ll. Marshall, Cheltenham 
Pick , John, North F ‘ham, York, aa Pet Feb 28. Gt 

Driffield, March i4atll. H m, Gt Dri! 
Penn, Timothy, pton, Clicker. Pet Feb "26. Northampton, 
March 17 at 10, Shoosmith,. Northampton. 


Pratt, Chas, jun, Lincoln, mg rt raveller. Pet Feb 26. Lin- ' 


coln, March i2at ll. Rex, Linco! 

Rawson, Thos, Prisoner for — cae Pet Feb 22. Manch, March 
15 at 11. Boote & Rylance, Manch. 

Roan, Wm, Coleshill, Warwick, out of gon Pet Feb 27 (for pau). 
Birm, March 14 at 12, James & Griffin, Bi 

Roberts, Martha, Manch, Provision Dealer. i Pet Feb 28. Manch, 
March 14 at 9.30. Leigh, Manch. 

Roberts, Thos, Glanadda, eran, Grocer. Pet Feb 15. Bangor, 
March 19 at 10. Edwards, Bango 

Rose, Chas Stebbing, Warwick, Printer, Pet Feb 27, Birm, March 
an Rag 12. James ’ Griffin, Birm. 

later, Cyrus, Geo a & Geo Shatwell, Macclesfield, Chester, 

Sisotion Spt nners. Pet Feb 7. Manch, March 27 at 12. Boote & 


R: _ 
ith, Frederic, cnt, © Sone Agent. Pet Feb 26. Salford, March 


17 at 9.30. Slack, M 

Smith, Ralph, non Stafford, Labourer. Pet Feb 28. 
Stoke-npon-Trent, March 17 at 10. E. & A. Tennant, Hanley. 

7, Wm Augustus, Stamford, Lincoln, out of business. Pet March 


1. Birm, March 16 at 12, Douglass, Market Harborough. 





Stevenson, Thos, Sedgley, Stafford, Retail Brewer. Pet Feb 23. Dudley 
March 13 at 11. Stokes, Dudley, 
Strong, Hy, Sheffield, em. Pet Feb 28. Leeds, March 17 at 
12. Micklethwaite. Sheffield. 
Tanner, Jas, Ch Glot i d Dealer in Ale. Pet 
Feb 26. Cheltenham, March 13 at il. — Cheltenham. 
Thompson. Thos, Woodside, Durham, out of business, Pet Feb 27, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, March |4at 12. Brignal, Durham. 
Titterton, Thos, Birm, Box Rule Manufacturer. Pet Feb a1. Birm, 
March 19 at 12. Harrison & Wood, Birm. 
Tracey, John, Milton-next-Gravesend, Kent, Licensed Victualler, 
Pet Feb 26. Gravesend, March l5 atl. Oufred, Gravesend. 
Walton, Wm Hind, Macclesfield, Chester, Smallware Manufacturer, 
Pet Feb 26. Manch, March 15 at 12. Higginbotham & Barclay, 
“Macclesfield. 
Warren, John Francis, Fenny Stratford, Buckingham, Innkeeper. Pet 
Feb 28. Buckingham, March 13 atl. Clark, Aylesbury 
Wood, Stephen Richardson, Nottingham, on Dealer. Pet Feb 
19. Birm, March l3atll. James & Gri 
Wood, Wm, Walsall, Stafford, Auctioneer. “Pet ot Feb 24. Walsall, 
March 21 at 12. Wilkinson, jun, Walsall. 
TuespayY, March 6, 1866, 
To Surrender in London. 
Beard. Wm, Richmond, Surrey, Builder. Pet March 3. March 19 at 
1. Hogan, Cannon-st. 
Carne, John, Vauxhall-walk, Lambeth, Timber Merchant. Pet March 
3. March 20 atl. Munday, Strand. 
Castle, Alf, Sunbury, Middx, out of business. Pet March 1. March 
19 at 12. Goldrick, Strand. 
Chadwell, Hy, Iver, Buckinghm, Carpenter. Pet Feb 23. March 19 
at 12. Gardiner, St Swithin’s-lane. 
Goffrie, Chas Ferdinand Ladwig, Gower-st, Professor of Music. Pet 
March 3. March 28 at 12. Lewis & Lewis, Ely-pl. 
Gulliver, Wm, Little Brickhill, Bucks, Baker. Pet March 2, March 
19at12. Harrison & Lewis, Old Jewry. 
Horsley, Robt, Fakenham, Norfulk,Gun Maker, PetMarch 2. March 
20 atl. Storey, Bedford-row. 
Jarvis, Danl Kent, Wharf-rd, Paddington, Oilman. Pet Feb 28, 
March 21 at 1. Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 
Jullien, Felix, Cornhill, Wine Merchant. Pet Feb 31. March 20 at2, 
Ab , Gresham st. 
Kerr, Jessica, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Feb 26 (for pau), 
March 28 at ll. Lund, Castle-st, Holborn. 
Lishawa, Peter, East Mount-st, Whitechapel-rd, Coach Builder. Pet 
March 2. March 20 at 2. Steadman, Coleman-st, 
Lobb, Thos Herbert, Trinity-sq, Southwark, Merchant?s Clerk. Pet 
Feb 27. March 20 at 11. Peverley, Coleman-st. 
Mortimer, Edwd, Wardour-st, Oxford-st, Beer seaehen. Pet Feb 28, 
March 21 at 2. Greaves, Southwark-st, London-bridge, 
Parr, Geo Augustus, Barnes, Surrey, Bookseller. Pet Feb 28 (for pau) . 
March 20 at 2. Dobie, Guildhall-chambers. 
Phillips, Thos, Welling, Kent, Licensed Victualler. Pet March 1. 
March 20 at 12. Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 
Piper, Caroline Catherine, Alpha-rd, St John’s-wood, Schoolmistress. 
Pet March 1. March 19 at 12. Chidley, Old Jewry. 
Sanders, Geo Nicholas, Grafton- R Fitzroy-sq, Contractor. Pet March 
2(for pau). March 19 at 1. atley, Covent-garden. 
Slark, Robt, Egham, Surrey, out of business. Pet March 1, March 
20 at 12, Hillearys & Co, Fenchurch-buildings. 
Southwell, John, Hitchin, Herts, Leather Seller. Pet March 1. March 
19at 1. Webster, Tokenhouse-yard. 
Spencer, John Fowler, Tottenham, Coffechouse Keeper. Pet Feb 27. 
March 21 at 12. Peverley, Coleman-st. 
Steer, John, Epsom, Surrey, Cooper. Pet March 2. March 28 at ll, 
Harrowell, Epsom. 
Thomas, Fredk, Woodbine-grove, Penge, Hatter. Pet Feb 26. March 
2latll. Ody, Trinity-st, Southwark. 
Ward, Thos Wm, Lee, Kent, Baker. Pet March 1, March 20 at 12. 
Pope, Old Broad-st. 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Allen, Thos, Manch, Italian Warehouseman. Pet Feb 26. Manch, 
March 19at11. Leigh, Manch. 
Appleton, Wm, Warrington, Lancaster, File Cutter. Pet March |. 
Warrington, March 22 at 12, Moore, Warrington. 
Ashcroft, Saml, Southport, Lancaster, out of business. Pet March 2. 
Manch, March 16 at 11. Reddish, Manch. 
Augood, Hy, Norwich, Confectioner. Pot March 2, Norwich, March 
24atil, Tillett, Norwich. 
Baines, John, Springthorpe, Lincoln, Blacksmith. Pet Feb 24. Gains- 
borough, March 15 at 10, Bladon, Gainsborough. 
Bell, John, Grimsby, Lincoln, Cooper. Pet March 3. Leeds, March 
21 ati2, Spurr, Hull. 
Bourne, Thos, Knighton-on-Teme, Worcester, Brick Mahe. Pet 
March 1. ag ee March 17 at 10, Corbett, Kidderminste! 
Buscall, John, Bristol, Chair Manufacturer. Pet Feb 28, ‘Bristol, 
March 23 at 12. 
Campbell, Mary, & Julia Campbell, Bath, Boarding-school Keepers. 
Pet March 1. Bath, March 20 at1l1. Bartrum, Bath. 
Clark, Geo Wm Jas, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk, Tailor. Pet March 2. 
Bury St Edmunds, March 20 at 11. Greene, Bury St Edmunds. 
Curme, Jane, Cerne Abbas, Dorset, Lime Burner, Pet Feb 28. Dor- 
chester, March 17 at 10. Weston, Dorchester, : 
Davis, Thos, Tipton, Stafford, Charter Master. Pet March 2, Birm, 
March 19 at 12, James & Griffin, Birm. 
Dawe, Isaac, Broadclist, Devon, Machinist. Pet March 2. Exeter, 
March 17 atll. Toby, Exeter. 
Francis, John Nathan, Framlingham, Suffqjk, Iron and Brass Founder. 
ret March 2, Framlingham, March 19 at 2. Moseley, Fram- 
ngham. 
German, Wm, Burton-upon-Trent, Stafford, Labourer. Pet March 1. 
Burton-on-Trent, March 21 at 11. Cheatle, Ashby-de-la-Zouch. 
Grainger, John, Calverley, nr Bradford, York, Woollen Cloth Manu- 
—, Pot March 2, Bradford, March 16 at 10, Terry & Watson, 
ford 
om | rm. Be Barnard Castle, Durham, Publican. Pet March | 
tle, March 20 at 12, Nixon, Barnard Castle. 
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Greenway, Wm, Harborne, Stafford, amg, naa Saddler. Pet Feb 
27. Birm, March 29 at 10. Powell & Son, B 
Hamilton, Jas, & Wm Fisher, Lpool, Stone Masons. Pet March 1. 
1, March 16at11. Parker, Lpool. 

, John, cae enn te ee fed mtractor. Pet Feb 28. New- 
casi to-apon: » March 20 at 12, Keenlyside & Forster, New- 
castle-u 

Lemon, m, Woodbastwick, Lecnyy Farmer. Pet March 2. Nor- 


Norwic 
Lyons, By, Birm, out of business. Pet Feb 27. Birm, March 29 at 10. 


Miles, Geo, Yeovil, Somerset, Tes ag keg Shoemaker. Pet March 2. 
Yeovil, March 21 at 12. Watts, Yeovil 
Moore, —— Bookkeeper. Pet March 3. Leeds, March 17 
nu 12, n. 
tt, Thos Lawrence, cw Dealer in Teas. Pet Feb 28. Bristol, 
Perareh 16 atll. Price, Bristo 
Seville, Peter, jbtmonierdans, Lancaster, Cotton gpa Pet 
Feb 2 gg Wy weed 16 vighe Wy pg 8 be Sons, Manch. 
Sismey, Joseph, asterton, Ru ° wright. Pet March 2. 
Stamford, March 19 at 11, Law, Stamford. ° 
Sudlow, Robt, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj Feb 16. Stockton-on- 
Tees, March 14at 12. Simpson, Middlesbrough. 
, Robt, Langford Budfield, Somerset, Farmer. Pet March 3. 
, March 17 at 11. Alman, Bristol. 
Tennant, Richd, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, China Manufacturer. 
Pet March 5. Birm, March 19 at 12. Kinnear, Birm. 
Trainer, Peter, Carlisle, Cumberland, Sewerage bey Pet 
March 3. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, March 20 at 12. Hodge & Harle, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, 
Tyler, John Richd, Westbromwich, Stafford, Confectioner. Pet Feb 
1 ea March 19 at 11. Shakes: , Oldbury. 
Undy, John, Kingston-upon-Hull, Nn z Jeweller.” "Pet March 2, 
Kingston-upon-HuH, March 19 at | 
Walters, —_ Sedgley, Stafford, Buti Miner. Pet March 2. Birm, 
March 16 at 12, tehouse, Wolvei mpton. 
Weaver, Hy, Gloucester, Builder, Pet March 3. Gloucester, March 
at 12, Taynton, Gloucester. 
Wealands, John, Wolsingham, Durham, Innkeeper. Pet March 2. 
Wolsingham, March 22 at 16. Dolphin, Wolsingham. 
ms, David Hy, New Tredegar, Monmouth, Draper. Pet Feb 28. 
Bristol, March 16 at 11. Murly, Bristol. 
Williams, John, Oxford, Grocer. Pet Feb 28. Bicester, March 20 at 
Wilso — eae, one. M Chester, Builde: 
n, Wm, m-upon-Mersey, ster, r. Pet March 2. 
Manch, March 16 at 11. Horner, Manch. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Frrpay, March 2, 1866. 
Saberton, Wm, Ely, Cambridge, Farmer. Feb 26. 
Tuespay, March 6, 1866. 
oe & John Ibbitson, Yeadon, York, Cloth Manufacturers. 








RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 
SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- 
ee for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
onal other adequate securities. 
Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 


Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor) 
Amount required £ 


Time and mode of ment (i. ¢,, whether for a term ceriain, er 
annual or other pied oy th 4 salle 

Security (state shortly the particulars of security, and, if land er build- 
ings, state the net annual income) 


State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connexion with the security. 


By order of the Board, 
F, ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 


LACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat- 


ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos- 
py ee © properties renders it in appearance and wear equal 


PxvurosaL For Loan on Mortaaces. 








ver, a Fiddle Fees, rom fine’ " 

8. ° 8. a. 8. 
Table Forks, »perdoz..ee.. 110 Oand 1 18 0 28 0 30 0 
Dessert ditto .....s0++ese 0 Oandil0 0 11550 220 
Table Spoons .... 110 Oandl18 0 280 300 
Dessert ditto seceecccseee 1 O Qandil 10 0 115 0 22 0 
Tea Spoons .....ccccecees 012 OandO 18 0 13 6 110 6 


Every Article for the Table asin Silver, A Sample Tea Spoon fer- 
warded on receirt of 20 stamps. 


NK ERASING FLUID.—This valuable prepara- 
tion should be in every office. It is used by applying a small 
Quantity with the tip of the finger, or a camel hair pencil. The ink is 
Completely removed, and the surface of the paper left quite smooth. 
Price, in bottles, 1s,, 2s., 38, 6d., and 53,—Sample bottle post free, on 
— ‘of 16, 28, 44, or 68 postage stamps. Liberal allowance to the 


GEO. WILSON, 78, Borough-road, S.E. 
(THE attention of SOLICITORS and Members of 
the LEGAL PROFESSION is tfully requested to the Accom- 
Hoel va offered for WITNESSES and Others at the Northumberland 
ee 10 & 11, Northumberland-street, Strand. Witkin a short distance 
, the Law Courts, Westminster, and Lineoln’s-inn. Arrangements made 
by the day or week,—Address, Mrs. 'l'ans, Proprictor. 

















BUILDING SOCIETIES’ RULES AND TABLES are given in the 
Fourth Edition, 192 pages, price 3s. 6d., of 


HE COPYHOLD and CHURCH LEASE EN- 
FRANCHISEMENT MANUAL; Containing numerous New Tables, 
with Instructions for Ascertaining the Values of Advowsons, Next 
Presentations, Heriots, Fines, Tithes, &c. By ARTHUR SCRATCHLEY, 


M.A. 
C. & E, Layton, 150, Fleet-street, E.C. 


Just published, Second Edition, price 3s., 


VHE LAW OF TRADE MARKS, with some 

account of its History and Developement in the Decisions of the 

= of Law and Equity. By EDWARD LLOYD, Esq., of Lincoin’s- 
inn, Barrister-at-Law, London. 

me Iam indebted to the very valuable little publication of Mr. Lloyd, 

who has collected all the authorities on this subject.”—V. C.. Woop, in 
McAndrew v. Bassett, March 4. 

London: 59, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


O TRUSTEES, Insurance Offices, Charitable In- 
stitutions, Solicitors, Brokers, and the General Public.—MORT- 
GAGE DEBENTURES, registered at the Government Office of 

Registry, 34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C., under the powers of the 
Mortgage Debenture Act, 1865, bearing 4} per cent. interest, are ISSUED 
for the sum of £50 and upwards, for terms of from one to ten years, and 
transferable by indorsement. 

The Mortgage Debentures are secured :— 

1st. By the — with the Registrar, in terms of the Act, of an equal 
aggregate, at least, of mortgages and rent charges upon real property, and 
of securities upon rates and assessments upon the owners and occupiers 
of real property, within the powers of the Act of Parliament. 

2nd. By the guarantee of the uncalled sony J of £900,000, of the Land 
Securities Company, Limited (the Lord Naas, M.P., President), of which 
£500,000 by the Actis absolutely appropriated as additional security to 
the holders of the Mortgage Debentures. 

In every case a Statutory Declaration under the Act must be made 
and filed at the Office of Land Registry by a surveyor or valuer approved 
by the Government Inclosure Commissioners for England and Wales, 
that the advance made, including all previous incumbrances, if any, 
does not exceed two-thirds of the value of the estate charged. 

Registers of the Mortgages and other Securities, and of the Mortgage 
Debentures, are kept in the office of Land Registry. 

The Registered Mortgage Debentures, of which no over issue is 
possible, are indorsed by the Registrar as conclusive evidence that the 
requirements of the Act of Parliament have been complied with. 

Trustees having a general power to invest trust moneys in or upon the 
security of shares, stock, m bonds, or debentures of companies, 
incorporated by or acting under the authority of an Act of Parliament, 
are authorised by the 40th section of the Act to invest in the Registered 
Mortgage Debentures. 

Apply to the Hon. WILLIAM NAPIER, Managing Director, Land 
Securities Company (Limited), 3, Parliament-street, London, 8. W. 


HE COMPANIES ACT, 1862.—Every requisite 
under the above Act supplied on the shortest notice. The 

BOOKS AND FORMS kept in stock for immediate use. ARTICLES 

OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed in the proper form for registra- 

tion and distribution. SHARE CERTIFICATES engraved and printed. 

OFFICIAL SEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches, 

Asn & Fuunr, Stationers, Printers, Engravers, &c., 49, Fleet-street, 

London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn). 

















© * London Gazette” (published by authority) and London and Country 
Advertisement Office, No, 119, Chancery-lane, Fleet-street. 


De igen GREEN (many years with the late George 

ey a! marten ier Agent, irked to direct the attention of 

of his long experience of upwards 

oft Ln years, in the bay ben insertion of all - forma notices, &c., and 

hereby solicits their continued support.—N.B. One copy of advertisement 
only required, and the strictest care and promptitade assured. 


OLICITORS’ BOOK. KEEPIN( G (Three 3 Methods), 
by G. J. KAIN, F.S. 
Kain’s Triple Column es 7th Edition, fis. 
Kain’s Single and Double Column Systems (ia one volume), First issue, 
7s. 6d, just published). 
Kain’s Rental System (bound up with each of the above). 
Kaun, Sparrow, Wirt, & Co., 69, Chancery-lane, W.C.; _ ere & 
Sons, London-wall, and through all Bookselle: 


LACK’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE- 

HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality :— 
Iron Fenders, 3s.6d.; Bronzed ditto, 8s. 6d., with standards; superior 
Drawing-room ditto, lds, 6d. to 50s.; Fire Irons, 2s, 6d. to 20s. Paent 
Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 18s, setof six. Table Knives and 
Forks, 8s. per dozen, ng Jacks, complete, 73. 6d. Tea-trays, 
6s, 6d, set o! ee — Papier Maché ditto, 25s. ‘he set. Teapots, 
with plated knob, 5s. 6d. ; Coal Scuttles, 2s.6d, A set of Kitchen Uten- 
sils for cottage, ig Slack’s Cutlery has been celevrated for 50. years, 
Ivory Table Knives, 14s., 16s., and 18s, per dozen, White Bone Knives 
and Forks, 8s, 9d. and 12s.; Black Horn ditto, 8s. and 10s. All war- 











ranted. 

As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pur+ 
chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, and 
prices of Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing [ronmon- 
gery, &c. Maybe had gratis or post free, Every article marked in plain 
figures at the same low prices for which their establishment has been 
selebrated for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered carriage frie 


rail, 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON, 
Opposite Somerset House. 
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LERICAL, MEDICAL, AND GENERAL LIFE 
ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 
13, ST. JAMES’S-SQUARE, LONDON, S.W. 
EsTABLISHED 1824. 


President.—The ArcHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY. 
Chairman.—Right Hon. Joun Ropert Mowssay, M.P. 
Wittiam Bowman, Esq., F. 7. Ss. 











Deputy-Chairmen. } si- Cuantes Locock, F.R.S. 
FINANCIAL RESULTS OF THE SOCIETY’S OPERATIONS, £ 
The Annual Income, steadily increasing, ex: 207,000 
The Assurance Fund, safely ited, is over 1,491,000 
The New Policies in the last year were 498, assuring ......... 337,973 
The New Annual Premiums were 11,329 
The Bonus added to Policies at the last Division was......... 275,077 
The Total Claims by death paid amount t0 .........s.00000 eco 2,096,149 


The following are among the distinctive features of the Society :— 
Crepir System.—On any Policy for the whole of life, where the age 
does not exceed 60, one half of the Annual Premiums during the first 
five years may remain on credit, and may either continue as a debt on 
the Policy, or be paid off at any time. 
nes. Rates oF PRemium For Youne Lives, with early participation in 


ExXDOWMENT AssUBANCES may be effected, without Profits, by which 
the Sum Assured becomes payable on the attainment of a specified age, 
or at death, whichever event shall first happen. 

INVALID Lives may be assured at rates proportioned to the increased 


risk. 
Poeure Soretauner op Ci.anes—Cleims paid thirty days after proof 


of death. 
BONUS YEAR—SPECIAL NOTICE. 
All With-Profit Policies in existence on June 30th, 1866, will participate 
in the Bonus to be declared in January, oe so that persons who com- 
plete such Assurances before June 30th, 1866, will share in that Division, 


although one premium only will have been paid. 
Tables of Rates, Forms of ree and the Report just issued, can be 
obtained of GEORGE CUTCLIFFE, Actuary and Secretary. 
13, St. James’s-square, London, S.W. 
COMMISSION. 


10 per Cent. on the First Premium, and 5 per Cent on Renewals, is 
allowed to Solicitors. The Commission will be continued to the person 
introducing the Assurance, without reference to the channel through 
which the Premiums may be paid. 


HE IMPERIAL MERCANTILE CREDIT 
ASSOCIATION (Limited). 
Capital Subscribed, £5,000,000. 
Paid-up, £500,000. Rest, £75,000. 


; Eat, Director of the Union Bank of 





. Esq. 
Mr. Alderman Dakin, Director of the Bank of London. 
James Dickson, Esq., Director of the Imperial Bank. 
P. D. Hadow, Esa., > eager of the Peninsular and Oriental 
Pog > Navigation Compan 
0. Hanson, Esq., Director Of the Nationai Provincial Bank of England. 
é. F. Holroyd, Esq., Director of the London, Chatham, and Dover Rail- 


J. % "neten. Esq. 

oa J. Gilbert Johnston, Director of the South-Western Railway. 
erson, _ Chairman of the Agra and Masterman’s Bank. 

v. Gepebas, yank , Director of the Union Bank 

Sir S. D. Scott, Bart, inset of the National Provincial Bank of Eng- 


Alfred Wilson, ¥sq., Director of the Bank of London. 
M , Esq. 
MANAGERS, 
Henry J. Barxen, Esq., and T. Fraser Sanpeman, Esq. 
BANKERS. 
The Bank of London. 
The Union Bank of London. 

This Association makes ADVANCES upon approved Mercantile and 
other Securities, and RECEIVES MONEY on DEPOSIT at Interest for 
short or long periods. 

DEPOSITORS for periods of not less than three years may procure, on 
application at the Offices, Debentures of the Association, bearing interest 
at 6 per cent. per annum, payable quarterly by Coupon “to bearer” 


W.C. WINTERBOTTOM, Secretary. 
27, Lombard-street, Lendon, E.C. 





Corrected to 1865. . om 
TAMP DUTIES DIGEST. — Sixth Edition. — 
Messrs. Vacher & Sons beg to announce that the New and En- 
larged Edition of the DIGEST OF STAMP DUTIES, with classified Sum- 
of Judicial Decisions, is now Published, including the Amended 
of the Nest Session of Parliament. 
Lenton: 29, Varliamentstreet, *s. Ww. 
In one volume, crown 8v0, IGT 
TREATISE ON THE E GLISH LAW OF 
DOMICIL. Dedicated, by permission, to Vice-Chancellor Sir 
Richard Torin Kindersley. By OLIVER STEPHEN ROUND, Esq., of 
Lincoin’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law. 
London: 5%, Carey-street, Lincoln’ ve-ton, W.C, 


‘0 SOLICITORS, &c., requiring DEED BOXE 2S, 
will find the best-made article lower than any other house. Lists 
© Prices and sizes oo | be had gratis cr sent post free, 
RICHARD & JOUN SLACK, 436, Strand, opposite Somerset Honse 
Eu: diished nearly 50 years. Orders ebove £2 sent carriage free, 








COUNCIL OF LAW REPORTING, 


LOSE OF THE SUBSCRIPTION LIST— 
NOTICE is hereby given, That the Subscription List for the 
United Kingdom to the LAW REPORTS for the present year will be 
closed on Saturday, 17th day of March next, after which day the Reports 
for 1866 can only be had at the publication price. 
The Subseription List for the Colonies will not be closed at present, 


By order, 
Benchers’ Reading Room, FITZROY KELLY, 
Lincoln’s-inn. Chai: 
February 17th, 1866. 


OUNCIL OF LAW REPORTING.—To avoid 
misapprehension, the Council desire to state that there is no 
intention during the present or any future year to increase the prepaid 
subscriptions to the Law Reports. An annual subscription of £5 5s, 
prepaid before the close of the subscription list, will entitle the subscriber, 
during the present or any future year to the Law Reports, Weekly Notes, 
and the authorised edition of the Public Statutes for the Year. In any 
increased price which maybe charged by Publishers after the 17th of 
March for the Reports of the present year the Council will derive no 
benefit, as the difference between the subscription price, £5 5s., and the 
publication price, £7, is trade profit, with which the Council have nothing 
to do. By order, JAMES T. HOPWOOD, Secretary, 
mE New- square, Lincoln’s-inn, March 6, 1866. 


COUNCIL OF LAW REPORTING. 


HE STATUTES.—A complete Authorized Edition 
ofthe Public Statutes of the 2 pee will be supplied free of charge 
to all Se tothe Entire Series of the Law Reports. For this - 
dyer pecial arrangement has been made with the Queen’s Printers. 
he Statutes, printed expressly for the Council of Law Reporting, will 
be of the same type, size, and paper, as the Law Reports, and be 
lished from time to time, so as to form parts of the Series; they will be 
paged separately to bind up into a handsome volume at the end of i 
year. The Statutes will not be supplied free of charge to any Subscribers 
for less than the Entire ies, 
‘m. CLowes & Sons, 51, Carey-street, Lincoln’s Inn. 


COUNCIL OF LAW REPORTING. 
LOSE OF THE SUBSCRIPTION LIST for 


the present year in the United Kingdom ON SATURDAY, lith 
DAY OF MARCH NEXT. 


rman, 














Tae Law Reports. 
Subscription price, Publication price, 
including delivery not including delivery 
up to the 17th March. after the 17th March, 
Entire Series........ see £5 5 O Entire Series.........0... £7 0 0 
Appellate do. ......000 mess 6 Appellate do 216 0 
Common Law do. .........3 3 0 Common Law do. 440 
Equity d0.....ccsseseeseeeseees 3 3 6 Equity dO. ..0.rcccocsersrsetere 440 


Subscribers in the United Kingdom to vo Entire Series of the LAW 
REPORTS ate entitled to the WEEKLY NOTES, including pepe gh 
of any Extra Charge, but purchasers of the Entire Series after the 1! 
March next, will not be entitled to them 
After the close of the Subscription ‘List, the Law Reports will be 
supplied gg all Booksellers. 
Wm. Crowes & Sons, ‘51, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, 


COUNCIL OF LAW REPORTING. 


HE LAW REPORTS.—More than 2,500 Copies 
have been already subscribed for. 

All Subscriptions must be paid before the |7th ofMarch. Prepaying 
Subscribers, within the limits of the United Kingdom, and in the 
Colonies (not including India), will receive their Monthly Parts free 
of charge. Subscribers in India, or any ages = country, can have 
a copies delivered free on p repaying the lication price. 

ubscriptions are received on behalf of the Council by the 
scttiary, James Tuomas Hopwoop, Esq., No. 3, New-square, 
Lincoln’s-inn. Remittances from aso must include Banker's 
Commission, Foreign Bill Stamps, & 

Wa. Crowes & Sons, 51, Cony -street. Lincoln’s-inn. 


COUNCIL OF Law REPORTING, 


5 ox WEEKLY NO’ TES commenced last Hilary 
Term, and will be continued during the Sittings of the Courts, up 
to the commencement of the Long Vacation, They consist of Short 
Notes of the decisions in the several Courts in each week, and include 
points of practice. They are intended for information to the Profession as 
to the current decisions, but not for citation as authority. They also 
contain Rules of Practice, and other official legal information. They are 
delivered free of charge within the United Kingdom to all prepaying Sub- 
- — for the Entire Series of the LAW REPORTS. Toall others the 
ice — 
. Each Number... 010 
200 


Subscription for the’ Year, “including de- 
Wu. Crowes & Sons, 61, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn. 








livery in the United Kingdom 


COUNCIL OF LAW REPORTING. 


HE THIRD PARTS of the EQUITY and 
COMMON LAW SERIES of the LAW REPORTS, and EIGHT 
NUMBERS of the WEEKLY NOTES, arenow ready. 
Wm. Crowes & Son:, 51 » Carey- -street, Linevin’ 's-inn, 


TWO SOLICITORS.—OFFICE FOR PATENTS, 
1, SERLE-STREET, LINCOLN’S-INN, W.C. 
Messrs. Davies & Hune procure British and F orelgn Patents, &c., at 
most moderate charges, and to solicitors at agency ra 
Solicitors and intending Patentees should obtain “¢hele “ Handbook 
or Inventors,”’ gratis on application or by letter, 











